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Abstract
This study applied situational leadership and transformational leadership theories to discern
essential elements of principal preparation program field experiences and internships that
contributed most to principal effectiveness. Identifying critical components of principal
preparation field experiences and internships were imperative to ensure principal effectiveness
within the ever-changing landscape of education. The objective of this study was to discover
essential components of field experiences and internships provided by principal preparation
programs that contributed most to principal effectiveness, increasing the likelihood public school
districts hired principal candidates who were equipped with the skills necessary to step into the
position with minimal on-the-job training. A total of 23 novice principals across three target
states comprised the full sample. Whereas 3 participants from the full sample, one per target
state, constituted the subgroup. The mixed methods study comprises two parts: a quantitative
survey followed by qualitative interviews and observations of a subgroup. The quantitative
survey data were analyzed using Qualtrics frequency distribution and descriptive statistics
reports. Additionally, the qualitative interview data were analyzed utilizing open coding and
observation data via sorting. Lastly, a cross-case analysis of the collective case study data was
employed. The highest ranked essential element per domain included using data to inform
instruction; developing a safe school environment; developing relationships with students;
working with the local community; and managing school schedules. In conclusion, by providing
a roadmap of such essential elements of principal preparation fieldwork, principal preparation
programs will be more likely to design and implement domain-specific contextualized
experiences that produce principal candidates who are equipped with the skills necessary to step
into the campus leadership position with minimal on-the-job training.

ix

Chapter 1. Introduction
Purpose Statement
Within the last two decades in United States (US) public schools, the accountability movement,
coupled with the ever-changing landscape of education, placed immense pressure on school
leaders, mainly from the implementation of accountability standards. As a result, public school
districts increasingly required principal candidates who were equipped with the skills necessary
to step into the campus leadership position with minimal on-the-job training (Parylo et al., 2012).
This lack of induction was problematic. The purpose of this study was to explore essential
components of field experiences and internships provided by principal preparation programs
(PPPs) that significantly impacted and contributed to principal effectiveness.
Historical Underpinnings of the Accountability Movement
The accountability movement ignited after the passing of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB)
in 2001. The NCLB legislation was developed to close the achievement gap between middle and
upper-middle-class students as well as students historically underrepresented by their schools or
districts. Specifically, the goal of this policy initiative was for every student to achieve
proficiency in reading and math by the conclusion of the 2013-2014 school year. As such, NCLB
relied heavily on standardized testing data as the primary evaluator of student success and thus,
the key indicator of school performance, while reducing school-district and state autonomy
(Heise, 2017). Essentially, NCLB required schools to meet adequate yearly progress (AYP)
measured by standardized testing data, which impacted federal funding: the better standardized
testing data a school had, the more federal funds they received. In opposition, schools that did
not meet AYP received the same amount of federal funding or less. The ideology behind tying
federal funds to standardized testing performance was to create a sense of urgency and
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accountability for all stakeholders: students, teachers, parents, and especially school leaders.
Thus, increasing the likelihood that NCLB’s goal was accomplished. With such accountability
standards, NCLB created the phenomenon known as “high-stakes” testing.
To evaluate the policy’s effectiveness, researchers compared pre-NCLB standardized
testing data to post-legislation data utilizing the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP). The NAEP, a national standardized assessment, measured what US students knew and
could do across multiple disciplines and varying demographics. Created in 1969, NAEP was a
congressionally mandated project administered by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) within the US Department of Education (USDE) and the Institute of Education Sciences
(IES). The NAEP was administered to a representative sample of students across the country in
grades 4, 8, and 12. Students were assessed in the areas of reading, mathematics, science,
writing, arts, civics, geography, economics, US history, and technology and engineering literacy
(TEL). Results were reported for groups of similar characteristics (i.e., gender, race/ethnicity,
school location), not individual students (National Center for Education Statistics, 2020);
referred to in the field of education and educational leadership as subgroups, language that was
first introduced by NCLB.
Implications of No Child Left Behind
In Dee and Jacob’s foundational study, the researchers (2011) analyzed such
aforementioned data to interpret NCLB’s impact on student achievement. Utilizing datasets from
39 states for fourth-grade math, 38 states for eighth-grade math, and 37 states for fourth-grade
reading, the researchers analyzed data from 1992-2007. Employing a comparative interrupted
time series (CITS) approach, the researchers analyzed mean scaled scores on the main NAEP for
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all public schools across all datasets. In addition to varying grade levels and subjects, the
researchers also compared scores across race and gender subgroups.
The results of the comparison were telling. For example, in fourth-grade math, the impact
of NCLB was larger for Black and Hispanic students relative to White students. Moreover, the
effects on Black students were magnified in states with larger Black populations, suggesting
NCLB had more positive impacts in these areas (Black referring to students who identify as
African American and Black; Hispanic referring to students who hail from countries and regions
across the world whose first language is Spanish; Latinx is not used as it had not been widely
adopted). Similarly, mathematical gains were substantially larger among students who were
eligible for subsidized lunch, regardless of race, relative to students who were not eligible.
Lastly, there were no notable differences in NCLB effects across genders. In eighth-grade math,
the researchers found large positive effects for Hispanic students and small, marginally
significant positive effects for White students. Estimates for Black students were determined not
statistically distinguishable from zero at conventional levels. Similarly, to fourth-grade math,
eighth-grade gains were substantially larger among students who were eligible for a federally
subsidized PK-12 meal program referred to as free and reduced lunch (FRL). In opposition to
fourth-grade math, NCLB effects were significantly larger for eighth-grade girls than boys. In
fourth-grade reading, the data suggested moderate positive effects for White students and for
male students. Additionally, the results for White students were roughly half the amount as
fourth-grade math and not significantly different from zero. Therefore, the data revealed that the
impact of NCLB on reading was inconsistent.
Such results indicated that the achievement consequences of NCLB were mixed with a
notable improvement in mathematics for fourth and to a lesser extent, eighth graders of students
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of Color (combining non-White students; minority) or low-income status. Furthermore, there
was no consistent evidence that NCLB influenced reading achievement for fourth graders;
generating the conclusion that the policy was not effective in guiding students to math and
reading proficiency by the target year: 2014. Since Dee and Jacob’s study (2011), others have
also explored student achievement by gender, income, and subgroup status with varying research
lens and differing results. Despite a variance in findings, the increased value placed on
standardized testing data resulted in additional consequences.
In addition to inconsistent gains in student achievement, NCLB’s accountability pressure
increased job-related stress and turnover rates for school leaders. Mitani (2018), conducted a
study to examine how school leaders behaved under NCLB accountability pressures. Utilizing a
nationally representative sample of PK-12 principals across 45 states, the researcher examined
data from multiple sources: the 2007-2008 Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS); the 2008-2009
Principal Follow-up Survey (PFS); and detailed 2006-2007 school-level AYP data. To quantify
principal behavior and job-related stress, the researcher collected data on total hours per week
spent on school activities as well as total hours spent interacting with students. Employing
descriptive and post-matching analyses, Mitani revealed that accountability pressures,
specifically NCLB sanctions, increased job-related stress, turnover rates, and transfer rates of
school principals.
Of note, NCLB could have been considered a catalyst that drove AYP, increasing
accountability, and pressure to perform. However, additional policy related legislation further
escalated both the scrutiny of standardized tests results and consequential pressure on school
leaders. Analogously, the effectiveness of the coach (principal) was calculated on how well
players (students) performed during “the big game” (standardized test) as reflected on the
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scoreboard (SPS). Meaning, principal effectiveness was determined mostly by student
performance during a singular period in the school year (i.e., state testing week), neglecting other
academic growth indicators such as school-based formative/summative assessments and districtwide benchmark assessment growth, adding additional stressors to existing accountability
pressures. As a result, NCLB left principals with limited “win” options.
A New Era in Policy
To increase student achievement accountability without dismissing NCLB, the Obama
Administration created the Race to the Top (RTTT) competition in 2009, encouraging states to
alter policy in areas such as teacher evaluations and content standards. RTTT was a $100 billion
dollar grant initiative that provided states with secured federal funds based on policy alterations
versus AYP. Despite this incentivized competition, Saultz (2017) suggested that it was apparent
by 2011 that NCLB’s goal of 100% proficiency was unattainable as the number of schools
labeled “in need of improvement” continued to increase, yet Congress failed to reauthorize
NCLB or alter its unrealistic mandates. Consequently, the controversial legislation was
eventually replaced by the 2015 Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).
Every Student Succeeds Act
ESSA tapered the role of the federal government and allowed more state- and district-led
accountability by reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), replacing
the iteration of NCLB and ending ESEA waivers. Consequently, states were tasked with the
development of a timeline and proposal that defined, measured, and monitored systems of
accountability that aligned to federal requirements. Once drafted, State plans were made
available for 30 days to allow for public comment, followed by 30 additional days for state
Governor review. After public and Governor reviews were acknowledged and rectified, the
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USDE had 120 days to approve State plans. As of April 2017, 16 states and the District of
Columbia (DC) had submitted State plans for approval; five months prior to the September 18,
2017 deadline.
Beyond public comment, ESSA required states to be inclusive of all stakeholder voice by
increasing engagement in policy development. For example, State plans must have been
developed by the State Education Agency (SEA), with timely and meaningful consultation with
the Governor, members of the State Legislator and State Board of Education (SBE), Local
Educational Agencies (LEAs), representatives of Native American tribes located in the state,
teachers, principals, charter school leaders, specialized instructional support personnel,
paraprofessionals, administrators, other staff, and parents. Moreover, ESSA required that State
plans be coordinated with other programs under the Act, such as the Individuals with Disabilities
Act (IDEA), the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education
Act (PCRN), the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA) Head Start, the Child Care
and Development Block Grant Act, the Education Sciences Reform Act, the Education Technical
Assistance Act, the National Assessment of Educational Progress Authorization Act, the
McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, and the Adult Education and Family Literacy Act
(Association of University Centers on Disabilities (AUCD), 2017). While noted here, Table 1.1.
includes all programs mandated to be coordinated with ESSA legislation, year authorized (or
reauthorized), and the population target for the law.
Table 1.1. Legislative History of Education
Coordinated Program

Year

Law

Educational Field Focus

Individuals with Disabilities
1973 Public Law 101-476
Individuals with identified
Act (IDEA)
special needs.
Source: Association of University Centers on Disabilities, (2017).
(table cont’d.)
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Coordinated Program

Year

Law

Educational Field Focus

* first known as the
Education of Handicapped
Children Act, passed in 1975;
amended 1990; 1997; 2004
Head Start, the Child Care
and Development Block
Grant Act
McKinney-Vento Homeless
Assistance Act
*first authorized in 1987; the
act was renamed the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless
Assistance Act; amended
1990; 1994
Education Sciences Reform
Act

1973

Public Law 101-476

Individuals with identified
special needs.

1990

Public Law 113–186

Early Childhood

2001

Public law 100-177

Children and families who
are homeless as per federal
definition.

2002

Public Law 107-279

Improvement of
Federal education research,
statistics, evaluation,
information, and
dissemination.
Individuals who need job
training and education.
National assessment

Education Technical
2002 Public Law 107-279
Assistance Act
National Assessment of
2002 Public Law 107–110
Educational Progress
Authorization Act
Carl D. Perkins Career and
2006
Public Law 88-210
Improvement of secondary
Technical Education Act
and postsecondary career and
*first passed 1963
technical education.
Workforce Innovation and
2014 Public Law 113-128
Secondary; post-secondary
Opportunity Act
* WIOA supersedes the
Workforce Investment Act of
1998 and amends the Adult
Education and Family
Literacy Act, the WagnerPeyser Act, and the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973.
Source: Association of University Centers on Disabilities, (2017).
The genesis behind the inclusivity of all stakeholders and federal programs was designed to
better address the needs of all students during the initial phases of State plan development,
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versus waiting to see student results post development, increasing the likelihood of academic
achievement across student subgroups.
Furthermore, states were required to establish ambitious long-term goals and
measurements of interim progress for all students and each subgroup. At minimum, State goals
had to include improved academic achievement as measured by grade-level proficiency on the
state’s annual standardized assessment in reading and math as well as high school graduation
rates. Additionally, goals had to consider the improvement necessary to achieve significant
progress in closing statewide gaps in both categories, proficiency, and graduation rates. However
ambitious, the AUCD (2017) uncovered common issues found in State proposals, including:
•

Timelines ranged from 6 to 20 years, often stating the same long-term goal.

•

Goals for students with disabilities reflected significant progress not representative of
past performance or rate of improvement was not supported by activities to accomplish
goals (proficiency and graduation rates).

•

Goals for proficiency and graduation rates were not aligned.

•

Some states proposed measuring academic achievement by scaled scores instead of
proficiency on statewide assessments.

•

Many states failed to provide baseline data, long-term goals, goals by subgroup, and
measurements of interim progress.

•

No or little alignment to State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) or State-Identified
Measurable Results (SIMR).
Due to potential pitfalls in defining and measuring adequate state improvement, ESSA

required states to report performance on obligatory indicators that were used to determine which
schools were low performing and in need of support and improvement. These indicators were
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differentiated by school type. A description of each school type and its corresponding indicators
can be found in Table 1.2.
Table 1.2. ESSA Indicators of School Improvement
Elementary and Middle
Schools
• Proficiency on required
reading and math annual
state assessments.
• Additional measure of
academic performance,
which can be a measure of
student growth.

High Schools

All Schools

• Proficiency on required
reading and math annual
state assessments.
• The 4-year ACGR is
required, and the state can
also use extended-year
graduation rates.

• Progress in achieving
English Language
Proficiency (ELP).
• No less than one statedefined indicator of school
quality of student success
that is valid, comparable,
and statewide.

• Additional measure of
academic performance,
which can be a measure of
student growth (optional).
Source: Every Student Succeeds Act, 20 U.S.C. § 6301, (2015).
Differences Between NCLB and ESSA
Notable differences between NCLB and ESSA concerned the domains of accountability,
school improvement, school intervention funding, and teacher evaluation. Regarding
accountability, states could now determine their own definition of progress using multiple
measures. States could also determine how much weight to place on each measure if the majority
addressed academic indicators such as standardized tests scores and graduation rates. Concerning
school improvement and student intervention funding, states and districts could allocate a portion
of Title I funding for school interventions. This tactic was in direct opposition of NCLB, which
restricted local authorization on allocating funding or withdrew funding when underperforming.
Lastly, states were allowed, not required, to evaluate teachers based on student achievement and
use federal funds for such purpose. The domain of testing was unaltered, requiring students to be
tested annually across grades 3-8 and 11 in reading, math, and science (Darrow, 2016).
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To meet individual state needs, ESSA allowed flexibility within accountability systems if
required criteria was met. ESSA’s four key components of accountability systems included
determining long-term goals; developing performance indicators; differentiating schools; and
identifying and assisting low performers. A description of each component can be found in
Figure 1.1. Outside the required criteria, ESSA provided states with ten recommendations for
cohesive implementation across districts. The recommendations highlighted key elements of
theory of action across three domains, as depicted in Table 1.3., to create system-level coherence
(Landl, 2018).

Figure 1.1. ESSA’s Four Key Components of Accountability Systems. Source: GAO Issues
Report on Every Student Succeeds Act. (2017, July 19).
Table 1.3. Every Student Succeeds Act (2015) Recommendations
Domain 1: Clarify the State’s Goals, Priorities and Vision for Student Learning
1. Articulate the state’s goal for student learning.
2. Identify and define student outcomes that represent attainment of the state’s goal for
student learning.
3. Define the role of accountability in supporting the state’s goal of student learning.
Domain 2: Strive for Consistency across Common Structural Elements
4. Define and report common indicators in a consistent manner.
5. Use consistent procedures to establish annual targets for performance.
6. Use common business rules and psychometric approaches to address similar design
decisions.
7. Consistently highlight state values and priorities.
Source: Every Student Succeeds Act, 20 U.S.C. § 6301, (2015).
(table cont’d.)
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Domain 2: Strive for Consistency across Common Structural Elements
8. Represent a consistent philosophy related to the role of identification and the state’s
system of support.
Domain 3: Provide for Collaboration among State Leaders in K-12, CTE, and
Workforce
9. Develop tools and resources that facilitate collaboration and improve communication
across state agencies.
10. Bring together state leaders in K-12, CTE, and workforce when evaluating, developing,
or revising states plans for ESSA and Perkins V.
Source: Every Student Succeeds Act, 20 U.S.C. § 6301, (2015).
Encouraging whole-school accountability, states were required to report student performance on
annual state assessments and high school graduation rates per LEA and school campus
disaggregated by the followed subgroups:
•

each major racial and ethnic group,

•

economically disadvantaged students as compared to students who were not
economically
disadvantaged,

•

children with disabilities as compared to children without disabilities,

•

English proficiency status,

•

gender, and

•

migrant status (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015, p. 58).
Such data was necessary to identify schools in need of comprehensive improvement and

support (CIS). Rather than labeling schools as meeting AYP or not, ESSA required that every
three years a statewide category of schools needing CIS be identified. The identification of such
required the inclusion of three categories of schools: 1) not less than the lowest-performing 5%
of all schools receiving Title I funds; 2) all public high schools failing to graduate one-third or
more of their students; and 3) certain other Title 1 public schools which have a subgroup or
subgroups performing as poorly as the “all student group” in bullet 1), have been identified for
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targeted support and improvement (TSI), and have not exited that category for a state determined
number of years. A school was identified as needing TSI if one or more subgroups that were
consistently underperforming as defined by the State plan, or one or more subgroups were low
performing, which meant they were performing as poorly as the all student group in the lowest
performing 5% of Title I schools. The CIS and TSI elements of ESSA deviated from NCLB in
that support was given at the onset of academic decline in hopes early intervention would disrupt
the identified negative trend, as opposed to NCLB’s sanctions and withdrawal of federal funding.
Additionally, following the identification for CIS or TSI, school districts were required to
develop and implement an improvement plan that focused on student outcomes which were
informed by all indicators such as student performance against state-determined long-term goals;
evidence-based interventions as defined by ESSA; a school-level needs assessment; resource
inequities; approved by the school, LEA, and SEA; as well as monitored and periodically
reviewed by the SEA (AUCD, 2017).
To assess AYP, known as annual measurement of achievement within ESSA, at least
95% of all students, including at least 95% of students in each subgroup per school, must have
participated in annual state assessments; a 4% decrease when compared to NCLB’s 99%
requirement. In addition, both SEA and LEA submitted annual report cards that were publicly
available. To meet such accountability criteria, ESSA also supported states with ensuring that
schools recruited, trained, and retained effective teachers, principals, and other school leaders
(Sharp, 2016). Despite the shift in accountability from the federal government to states and
districts, school leaders were still operating within the era of high-stakes testing, furthering the
need for educational leaders to acquire the necessary skills to step into the position with minimal
on-the-job training during their PPP.
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Outside of annual state testing requirements and performance, ESSA also included
requirements that encompassed the whole child when measuring AYP. For example, ESSA
required that State plans describe how they will support LEAs receiving assistance under Title I,
Part A (those with high numbers or high percentages of children from low-income families) to
improve school conditions for student learning by reducing incidences such as bullying and
harassment, overuse of discipline practices that remove students from the classroom, and use of
aversive behavioral interventions that compromised students’ health and safety. Additionally,
ESSA emphasized improving the skills of teachers, principals, and other school leaders to
identify students with specific learning needs, students with disabilities, English learners,
students who were gifted and talented, and students with low literacy levels to provide
instruction based on individual needs. Such components were overlooked due to the narrow
focus of NCLB legislation.
Defining the Roles and Responsibilities of Principalship
With increasing accountability standards for school leaders, as evidenced by this review of laws
and the mandate to coordinate as per ESEA, defining the duties and responsibilities of
principalship was imperative. Grissom and Loeb (2011) categorized effective principal actions
into five broad domains: 1) instructional management—the promotion, support, and
improvement of classroom instruction and school curricula; 2) organizational management—
overseeing the budgets, resources, facilities, and environment of the school; 3) internal
relations—building strong interpersonal relationships with students, teachers, and parents; 4)
external relations—working with stakeholders beyond the school; and 5) administrative duties—
routine, day-to-day tasks such as completing paperwork and managing schedules and discipline.
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These broad domains identified essential responsibilities of principalship and were captured
within the Professional Standards for Educational Leaders.
Formally known as the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC)
Standards (1996), the standards of practice have evolved overtime to become the Professional
Standards for Educational Leaders (PSEL). Originally created by the National Policy Board for
Educational Administration (NPBEA) in 1996, ISLLC revisions were made for several reasons.
First, the original standards for educational leaders were published in 1996 by the Council of
Chief State School Officers. Despite being revised in 2008, the framework was outdated and not
adequately preparing students for the 21st Century workplace. To correct these deficits, further
revisions were made in 2015 to address the changing conditions and characteristics of children in
terms of demographics, family structure, and more, resulting in the PSEL. Additionally, the
revised standards addressed cuts in school funding, increasingly competitive market pressures,
and higher levels of accountability for student achievement. The PSEL included mission, vision,
and core values; ethics and professional norms; equity and cultural responsiveness; curriculum,
instruction, and assessment; community of care and support for students; professional capacity of
school personnel; professional community for teachers and staff; meaningful engagement of
families and community; operations and management; and school improvement. A description of
each standard can be found in Table 1.4. (National Policy Board for Educational Administration,
2015).
Table 1.4. Professional Standards for Educational Leaders 2015
Standard:
1. Mission, Vision, and Core Values

Descriptive Statement:
Effective educational leaders develop,
advocate, and enact a shared mission, vision,
and core values of high-quality education and
Source: National Policy Board for Educational Administration, (2015).
(table cont’d.)
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Standard:

Descriptive Statement:
academic success and well-being of each
student.
2. Ethics and Professional Norms
Effective educational leaders act ethically and
according to professional norms to promote
each student’s academic success and wellbeing.
3. Equity and Cultural Responsiveness
Effective educational leaders strive for equity
of educational opportunity and culturally
responsive practices to promote each
student’s academic success and well-being.
4. Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
Effective educational leaders develop and
support intellectually rigorous and coherent
systems of curriculum, instruction, and
assessment to promote each student’s
academic success and well-being.
5. Community of Care and Support for
Effective educational leaders cultivate an
Students
inclusive, caring, and supportive school
community that promotes the academic
success and well-being of each student.
6. Professional Capacity of School Personnel Effective educational leaders develop the
professional capacity and practice of school
personnel to promote each student’s academic
success and well-being.
7. Professional Community for Teachers and
Effective educational leaders foster a
Staff
professional community of teachers and other
professional staff to promote each student’s
academic success and well-being.
8. Meaningful Engagement of Families and
Effective educational leaders engage families
Community
and the community in meaningful, reciprocal,
and mutually beneficial ways to promote each
student’s academic success and well-being.
9. Operations and Management
Effective educational leaders manage school
operations and resources to promote each
student’s academic success and well-being.
10. School Improvement
Effective educational leaders act as agents of
continuous improvement to promote each
student’s academic success and well-being.
Source: National Policy Board for Educational Administration, (2015).
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Knowing the standards of principalship was one feat, integrating them within PPPs’ various
application opportunities is another. The sheer volume of expectations equated with pressure to
perform.
The Professional Standards for Educational Leaders Today
As a novice researcher, whose experience on the topic was limited to the completion of
this dissertation and as an emerging school leader, I believed the PSEL to be descriptively broad
yet coincidently relevant. First, the publication timing of the PSEL in relation to ESSA was
noteworthy. The PSEL were released on November 25, 2015, less than a month before ESSA
was signed into law, December 10th. This was worth mentioning because ESSA legislation
changed the landscape of education; consequently, redefining the roles and responsibilities
educational leaders were accustomed to under NCLB (i.e., following federal mandates versus
developing and maintaining local accountability systems). Second, despite being published
before ESSA was enacted, the PSEL seemed reflective of the legislative changes, especially
when considering the broad descriptions of the standards. This vagueness could have allowed
PPPs, LEAs, SEAs, and principal candidates the flexibility needed to meet the demands of the
ever-changing landscape and role of principalship. Meaning, by having broad descriptions, the
PSEL allowed educational agencies greater flexibility of interpretation to align with their
individualized State plan, corresponding to the enhanced State power under ESSA legislation. By
doing such, the likelihood that States would meet federal mandates utilizing individualized
systems of accountability should increase, especially when compared to State success under
NCLB.
However interesting, these observations left a question worth exploration outside of the
central research question: Were the descriptively broad PSEL (2015) revised with knowledge
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concerning the upcoming legislative changes? Further research would need to be conducted to
conclude if the PSEL were designed in alignment with ESSA requirements or if the phenomenon
was coincidental. Moreover, research describing the relationship between the broadness of the
PSEL, coupled with increased flexibility provided under ESSA, and rate of principal
effectiveness and successful attainment of local, state, and federal accountability requirements.
Related to the central research question, such flexibility provided similar benefits for PPP
development. PPP providers could utilize the broadness of the PSEL to design individualized
curriculum, field experiences, internships, etc. that ensured principal candidates were exposed
and mastered the standards while simultaneously staying within the institution’s means (i.e.,
financial capacity, program need, student population). However beneficial, there were potential
pitfalls with broad standard descriptions. For example, the broad and overlapping descriptions of
standards could have resulted in PPP and educational leader misinterpretation, which could have
explained the variation among PPP fieldwork and principal effectiveness. Simply put, PPP
providers may have mistakenly claimed their field experience and internship activities
encompassed all the PSEL, when, they did not. Likewise, principal candidates may not have
been able to properly identify areas of strength and weakness when comparing the PSEL to their
PPP fieldwork. These thoughts were worth exploring, separate from the central research
question, as the conclusions would expand the currently limited literature on such topics. A focus
on principal preparation programs was not just a US phenomenon; it was global.
Essential Elements of Principal Preparation Programs that Directly Impact Principal
Effectiveness
Developing Standards of Practice Aligned Field Experiences and Internships
Mombourquette and Bedard (2016) conducted a study in Canada to examine the core
ideas identified in leadership projects completed by school leader interns. The study consisted of
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178 participants enrolled in a Master of Education in Leadership program between 2004-2014.
Participants were required to participate in two internships throughout their coursework and
asked to complete a reflection paper upon concluding each. The reflection paper was crafted to
allow the researchers to determine the degree to which interns attended to the requirements of
leadership standards. Utilizing document analysis techniques, the researchers were able to
identify evidence of standards and themes from participants’ responses. In addition, sensemaking was employed to resolve big picture inferences, patterns, and implications. Through such
methodology, the researchers discovered a disconnect between theory and practice among PPPs’
required field experiences and internships resulting in inadequately prepared principal
candidates. To address this “theory-to-practice” gap, the researchers integrated field experiences
and internships that were guided by standards of practice: The Professional Practice
Competencies for School Leaders. These standards addressed fostering effective relationships;
embodying visionary leadership; leading a learning community; providing instructional
leadership; developing and facilitating leadership; managing school operations and resources;
and understanding and responding to the larger societal context. A description of each standard
can be found in Table 1.5. (Alberta Education, 2009).
Table 1.5. Professional Practice Competencies of School Leaders 2009
Standard:
1. Fostering Effective Relationships

2. Embodying Visionary Leadership

3. Leading a Learning Community

Descriptive Statement:
A school leader must build trust and foster
positive working relationships within the
school community on the basis of appropriate
values and ethical foundations.
A school leader must involve the school
community in creating and sustaining shared
vision, mission, values, principles and goals.
A school leader must nurture and sustain a
school culture that values and supports

Source: Alberta Education, (2009).
(table cont’d.)
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Standard:
4. Providing Instructional Leadership

5. Developing and Facilitating Leadership

6. Managing School Operations and
Resources
7. Understanding and Responding to the
Larger Societal Context

Descriptive Statement:
learning.
A school leader must ensure that each student
has access to quality teaching and the
opportunity to engage in high quality learning
experiences.
A school leader must promote the
development of leadership capacity within the
school community for the overall benefit of
the school community and education system.
A school leader must manage school
operations and resources to ensure a safe,
caring, and effective learning environment.
A school leader must understand and
appropriately respond to the political, social,
economic, legal and cultural contexts
impacting the school.

Source: Alberta Education, (2009).
In addition to standard alignment, Mombourquette and Bedard developed field
experiences and internships that were planned, purposeful, and supported the development of
school leadership knowledge and skills that articulated the work of leading learning in schools.
To do so, field experiences and internships were blended with relevant coursework, logically and
sequentially organized and aligned with applicable professional standards, emphasized projectbased learning and the application of theory into practice, and provided appropriate and rigorous
standards of formative and summative assessments to evaluate performance. The researchers
found that when field experiences and internships were constructed with fidelity to standards of
practice, interns were able to use such opportunities to build a “toolbox” of effective school
leadership practices individually shaped in their contexts. Ensuring such opportunities within
PPPs was imperative as the standards of practice were guidelines, not official policy, creating
irregular application practices nationwide.
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Similarly, in the US, Clayton et al. (2017) supported and expanded upon Mombourquette
and Bedard by conducting a study concerning: 1) how mentors of educational administrative
interns reported the level of leadership demonstrated by the interns and 2) how the mentors made
meaning of the mentorship process. Utilizing a sample of mostly white women aged 31-50 who
held the role of school administrator between 1-5 years, the researchers administered two
surveys, the first in 2014 and the second a year later. 41 participants responded in 2014 and 21 in
2015. Moreover, the researchers conducted 60-minute semi-structured interviews based upon
aggregated survey responses in which five participants agreed. Employing AtlasTI to assist with
survey coding, three themes emerged: the necessity of authentic experiences; the importance of
knowledge in curriculum, assessment, and instructional leadership to be gained by the intern; and
the need for interaction and engagement of community stakeholders during the internship. The
researchers concluded that this was most plausible when PPPs implemented internships that
required the application of current knowledge, skills, and concepts through meaningful,
purposeful, and well-designed experiences alongside a trained and accomplished school leader.
In fact, Clayton et al. believed it was the responsibility of the PPP to ensure administrative
interns were provided with authentic learning opportunities through mutually beneficial internsupervisor pairings. Proposing this methodology yielded greater overall positive impacts on
whole-school improvement for the intern upon entering principalship.
Defining Such Experiences
To provide such opportunities, PPPs should require field experiences and internships
throughout their coursework. Dodson (2015) posited that most states recommended or required
PPPs to include field experiences and/or internships within their coursework. However, the
degree and operational definition of each varied between states. As such, PPPs were producing
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principal candidates with varying degrees of initial effectiveness because of field experience or
internship access and quality. To establish consistent understanding of terminology, the present
study utilized Dodson’s operational definition of each term. Field experiences were “activities
principal candidates performed as part of their principal preparation coursework. Such activities
typically varied based on course content and ranged from observing, to participating in, to
leading school operations and activities. Field experiences were tied to specific course
objectives. By contrast, [internships were] tied directly to administrator responsibilities as
performed on a daily basis and are distinct from PPP course requirements and activities.
Internships, by definition, were more fluid and unpredictable than field experiences” (p. 3).
Moreover, Anderson and Reynolds (2015) outlined six components for clinically rich internship
experiences: (1) deliberately structured; (2) fieldwork integrated with curriculum; (3)
engagement in core leadership responsibilities; (4) supervision by an expert; (5) exposure to
multiple sites with diverse populations; and (6) an internship of 300 or more hours.
Effects of Field Experiences and Internships as Essential Components of Principal
Preparation Programs
Bailey and Willey (2017) conducted a study to investigate educational leadership
students’ perceptions concerning their university’s redesigned embedded practicum model. The
embedded model consisted of 15 hours of fieldwork in each course leading to an 85-hour fieldbased capstone course, totaling 160 hours. The rationale behind the model was three-fold: “(1) to
provide immediate field-based practice related to the learning objectives of each course; (2) to
extend the time available to build a relationship with the campus mentor; and (3) to lay a
foundation for success in the capstone experience” (p.2). Shaping the rationale into research foci,
the researchers inquired:
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1. Student perceptions on ability to implement what they were learning in class within
practicum experiences.
2. Student perceptions concerning the influence of practicum experiences on their
relationship with the campus mentor.
3. Student perceptions of practicum experiences effectiveness regarding final capstone field
experience preparedness.
The study was conducted in Texas utilizing 53 participants enrolled in an educational
leadership embedded practicum model during the summer of 2016. The researchers developed a
12-question survey to solicit participant perceptions of the embedded practicum model. The first
six questions of the survey were multiple-choice responses that collected participant
demographics. The remaining six questions were open-ended. The first three questions allowed
participants the opportunity to describe their experiences of the practicum model in relation to
the research foci. The last three questions allowed participants to provide recommendations for
improving the practicum model. To analyze demographic data collected from the multiple-choice
responses, the researchers employed simple descriptive statistics. To note common themes from
the open-ended responses, the researchers independently analyzed the data through an opencoding process. Five themes emerged describing effective elements of the embedded practicum
model: (1) ability to implement material covered in class immediately; (2) ability to experience a
variety of activities throughout the school calendar; (3) facilitated a shift in thinking from a
teacher-based role to an administrator-based role; (4) cultivated strong and trusting relationship
with mentor; and (5) the 75 hours prior to the 85-hour capstone practicum experience built a
solid foundation of practice. Overall, the researchers found participants perceived the embedded
practicum model as beneficial. Most notable, participants contributed the success of the model to
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its structure. For example, participants were engaged in a constructive feedback loop in which
they studied and discussed practice, implemented such practices in the field, and received
coaching and support from the mentor, allowing for adjustment and refinement of future
practice. This practicum model structure approached what Perez et al. (2011, p. 219) coined
“inquiry-based learning.”
Despite overall perceived effectiveness, participant responses also led the researchers to
identify four recommendations for program improvement: (1) revise program documents to more
clearly explain the practicum structure to students; (2) provide a list of required and
recommended practicum activities in advance, so students can plan their activities across the
duration of the program rather than class-by-class; and (3) communicate with students enrolled
in the summer practicum in advance to advise them of the intensity of the requirements and
facilitate planning of activities (p. 18). Additionally, the revised practicum model fell well below
the recommended 300 or more hours of field experiences and internships (Anderson and
Reynolds, 2015). Such variants in PPPs’ field experience and internship requirements had the
potential to produce inadequately prepared principal candidates for principalship.
Relatedly, Jamison and Clayton (2016) conducted a study to explore current
administrative interns’ experiences and meaning making processes. The phenomenological study
consisted of 13 administrative interns enrolled in one university’s internship program. The
internship required 320 total hours of practicum experiences which were distributed among six
courses throughout the degree program. During the final course of study, interns completed 175
hours at minimum, contributing to the required 320 hours. The practicum experiences were
developed by integrating the Educational Leadership Constituents Council (ELCC) standards,
ensuring students applied the standards throughout their experiences in real-life situations.
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Outside of fieldwork, interns were required to complete a curriculum vita, a leadership
philosophy of education, a reflective bi-weekly journal as well as construct a portfolio providing
evidence of demonstrating the ELCC standards.
To inquire about such experiences and how participants made meaning of those
experiences, each intern was interviewed twice, totaling 26 interviews. Interviews consisted of
60- to 90-minute sessions using a semi-structured protocol. Adopting Creswell (2007)
methodology, the researchers asked two open-ended questions:
1. What have you experienced in terms of the phenomenon?
2. What situations have influenced or affected your experiences of the phenomenon?
Interviews were transcribed using Inqscribe software, followed by transcript coding via ATlasTI
software. Phenomenological reduction was then employed by first highlighting significant
statements (horizontalization), and then textural (what interns experienced), and structural (how
interns experienced the internship) descriptions to uncover themes that aligned with
developmental concerns of the paradigm. Six themes emerged and fell under two clusters. The
first cluster entailed personal factors such as readiness to lead, changes in perception of
administration, and reflective practices. Whereas the second cluster entailed outside factors such
as feedback from others, supporting teachers, and the level of support provided by the internship
supervisor. Furthermore, the researchers concluded that the 320-hour administrative internship
greatly influenced self-efficacy and readiness to learn among the interns which was evident
through a revealed sense of self-efficacy that increased as the internship progressed. Additional
conclusions included an unalignment of reflective activities, as participants perceived such tasks
as not promoting growth and understanding of practice, as well the influence of the relationship
between intern and internship supervisor on the interns’ conceptualization and meaning making
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processes of the internship. Expanding on this topic to pinpoint which elements of PPP field
experiences or internships were essential for principal effectiveness was critical in closing
existing gaps within the literature and increasing the likelihood of principalship success.
Subsequently, the flexibility provided under ESSA, PPP field experiences and internships
varied in design and expectation, resulting in differing degrees of effectiveness. As such, an
investigation examining PPP field experiences and internships effectiveness was needed and
warranted. Without identifying essential elements of field experiences and internships, PPPs
would continue to design and employ perceptions of what effective field experiences and
internships “looked like”, increasing the effectiveness gap among principal candidates. The
present study questions are provided next.
Research Questions
The following research questions framed this study. A central, overarching question was
supported by five sub questions.
Central Research Question: Which elements of principal preparation program field
experiences and/or internships were essential for principal effectiveness?
SQ1. What degree were Grissom and Loeb (2011) domains of principalship
integrated within principal preparation program field experiences and internships?
SQ2. Which domain-specific activities were executed within principal preparation
program field experiences and internships?
SQ3. How did the integration of identified domain-specific activities contribute to
principal effectiveness?
SQ4. What extent did the domains of principalship reflect principalship demand?
SQ5. What extent did domain-specific activities consume principalship?
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Summary
The researcher presented supportive information emphasizing that principal preparation
programs must require field experiences and internships. These experiences should be
meaningful, purposeful, well-designed, and aligned to standards of practice that require the
application of current knowledge, skills, and concepts (Mombourquette & Bedard, 2016; Clayton
et al. 2017). To fully capture the role, these experiences should encompass five broad domains of
principalship: instructional management, organizational management, internal relations, external
relations, and administrative duties (Grissom & Loeb, 2011). Additionally, such experiences
should be integrated throughout the duration of the program, leading up to 300 or more hours of
practicum experience, and be conducted alongside a trained and accomplished school leader
(Anderson & Reynolds, 2015; Clayton et al., 2017). Integrating these essential components of
field experiences and internships within PPPs increased the likelihood principal candidates were
equipped with the skills necessary to assume the position with minimal on-the-job training and
attain principal effectiveness. In Chapter Two, a literature review is presented that explored
existing literature of such factors and issues. Review of literature also addressed the impact of
integrating field experiences and internships as essential components of principal preparation
programs; a comparison of PPP internships between target states; and pathways to principal
certification of target states.
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Chapter 2. Literature Review
The literature review served as a comprehensive review of past studies that focused on the
effects of integrating field experiences and internships as essential components of PPPs. Of the
search results, the dominant sources used in this review were empirical studies conducted
between 2015 and 2021 and published in peer reviewed journals. Due to the scarceness of
literature on such topics, doctoral dissertations from major research institutions, national
conference papers, and relevant book chapters written prior to 2015 were used to contextualize
the phenomena and issue.
Search Criteria
Key search terms included principal preparation program, field experiences, internships,
efficacy, effectiveness, principal, administrator, school leader, impact, integrating, essential,
components, and strategic. Literature review sources were located using electronic databases
such as Elton B. Stephens Co. (EBSCO Host), Academic Search Complete, Educational
Administration Abstracts, Education Resource Information Center (ERIC), ProQuest
Dissertations & Theses Solutions, Human Resources Abstracts, PsycINFO, JSTOR, and Google
Scholar.
The following key phrases were used to locate literature from the field of educational
leadership that examined the effects of integrating field experiences and internships as essential
components of principal preparation programs:
●

Principal preparation field experiences/internships

●

Including field experiences/internships within principal preparation programs

●

Integrating field experiences/internships as essential components of principal
preparation programs
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●

Impact of principal preparation field experiences/internships

●

Principal preparation program effectiveness

●

Principal preparation and whole-school improvement

●

Principal preparation and student achievement

●

Principal preparation field experiences/internships and perceived principal
efficacy.

Additionally, the following peer reviewed journals were accessed to locate scholarly
research in the field: Journal of Policy Analysis & Management, International Journal of
Education Policy and Leadership, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, Journal of Research on
Leadership Education, American Educational Research Journal, Journal of Organizational and
Educational Leadership, Journal of Educational Administration, Journal for Leadership and
Instruction, EAF Journal, International Journal of Educational Leadership Preparation, The
Journal of Federalism, Texas Journal of Literacy Education, Journal of Business Ethics,
International Electronic Journal for Leadership in Learning, and the Journal of Management
and Organizational Behaviour. Data were also found on specialist websites tied to professional
educational administration organizations such as the NCES and the National Policy Board for
Educational Administration (NPBEA).
A Boolean search yielded 56,191 journal articles when searching “including field
experiences/internships within principal preparation programs,” with 23,305 from peer reviewed
journals. To narrow the search, a filter was added for the publication range between 2015-2021,
9,618 articles were found. Additional filters included academic journals, 9,126 articles were
found, and limited geography (US and Canada) with 403 articles. Of the 403 articles, I found
general descriptions of PPP field experiences and internships, but little information linking
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principal effectiveness to such experiences. Therefore, I specified the literature search to
“principal preparation program internship”, which yielded 15 results of articles that were
relevant to my phenomena. Out of those 15 articles, 9 were from 2015 to 2021 and peer
reviewed. An additional Google Scholar and JSTOR search of similar terms/phrases helped
locate key articles across databases.
After collecting the studies, I eliminated literature through reading abstracts and
highlighting key ideas that were not specifically germane and/or connected to this study and
phenomena. Additionally, examining the works cited pages led to locating additional relevant,
empirical research. Each article was then reviewed and organized systematically using Mendeley
citation software. Furthermore, literature was grouped into categories, which assisted in visually
connecting the ideas and findings between studies and topics. These topics later became the
headings used in this review, which follows hereafter.
Efficacy of Integrating Field Experiences and Internships as Essential Components of
Principal Preparation Programs
Stevenson et al., (2008) conducted a study to investigate the acquisition of skills to meet
licensure standards during the principal internship experience. Specifically, the researchers
investigated if there were differences between initial, mid, and final standards acquisition scores
for principal interns and if such differences were existent across varying years of teaching
experience and gender. The study consisted of 60 participants enrolled in the same PPP at
Colorado State University (CSU) during the 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 academic years; 30
males, 30 females. Each participant was required to complete a 300-hour year-long internship.
The majority of participants completed the internship at their school of employment with their
principal serving as a mentor. It was the responsibility of the intern and mentor to ensure
exposure to a multitude of experiences that would collectively lead to mastery of principal
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licensure standards. Participants were trained on the Journey Mapping program in which they
completed journal entries. The first four questions of the journal entry were open-ended, and the
final questions were scaled. The second section of the scaled questions asked participants to rate
themselves on a 6-point Likert scale of their perceived knowledge concerning the eleven
principal standards. A list of standards can be found in Table 2.1. Participants also completed
journal entries bi-monthly during the first semester of internship, and monthly during the second
semester.
Table 2.1. Colorado Principal Standards
1. Foundations of Leadership
2. Contextual Understanding
3. Planning and Organization
4. Content Knowledge Instruction
5. Individualization of Instruction
6. Management and Evaluation of Instruction
7. Supervision of Personnel
8. Supervision of Student Conduct
9. Resources
10. School Site Safety and Maintenance
11. Parent and Community Involvement
Source: Stevenson et al., (2008).
To address the first part of the research question, a one-way, repeated-measures ANOVA
was employed to examine differences in initial, mid, and final standards acquisition scores.
Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been violated (?2 = .66, p = <
.05); therefore, degrees of freedom were collected using Greenhouse-Geisser estimates of
sphericity (e = .75). The results showed a significant main effect of scores (F(1.499, 86.944) =
195.628, p < .001). To assess pairwise differences among the three levels for the main effects of
scores, simple contrast using a Bonferroni correction was performed. The results indicated that
the mean initial standards acquisition scores differed significantly from mid (F(1, 58) = 63.96, p
= < .001, ?2 = .52) and final scores (F(1, 58) = 224.35, p < .001, ?2 = .80). Additionally, the
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practical significance was suggested by the larger than typical effect sizes (Cohen, 1988). There
was an equally distributed amount of growth mean scores from initial to mid (11.283), and mid
to final standards acquisition scores (12.136).
To address the second research question, a mixed ANOVA was conducted to assess
whether there were teaching experience and gender differences or interaction between gender
and the leveled standards acquisition scores. The results indicated a significant main effect of
time (initial, mid, and final), F(1.43, 72.89) = 132.67, p < .000, eta2 = .722, but not of gender
and time, F(1, 53) = .314, p = .577, or years of experience and time, F(3, 51) = 1.479, p = .231.
Furthermore, there was no significant interaction of gender and years of experience on time
(Stevenson et al., 2008, p. 5).
To conclude, Stevenson et al. found a statistically significant difference between initial
and final standards acquisition scores indicating continued growth throughout the internship.
This was an important finding and germane to the present study. Additionally, the increase of
mean scores from initial to mid and mid to final showed an equal amount of learning occurred
per semester. This finding supported previous research suggesting 300 or more hours of
practicum experience should be conducted for adequate principal preparation (Anderson &
Reynolds, 2015). Additionally, there were no statistically significant differences between male
and female participant scores. This finding suggested that both male and female interns
benefitted equally from the internship. Overall, the implications from this research suggested that
PPPs should design and require field experiences and internships that equate to 300 or more
practicum hours. Such practices will increase the perceived knowledge of standards and
effectiveness of principal candidates. The notion of efficacy, however, was also important.
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Efficacy of Field Experiences and Internships
Pannell and Sergi-McBrayer (2020) conducted a study that examined the differences
between principal candidates who completed a 400-hour practicum experience while teaching
full-time and candidates who completed a year-long full-time internship as measured by state
certification exam scores, student achievement scores, and school-wide growth residuals
concluding the first year of principalship. The study consisted of 61 participants enrolled in a
PPP provided by the same university. The coursework was identical except for differing
fieldwork structures: 400-hour practicum experience vs. full-time internship. Of the participants,
37 were teaching full-time requiring them to navigate the 400-hour practicum experience,
whereas the remaining 24 participants completed the internship. The internship was split into two
parts: fall and spring semesters. During the fall semester, the principal candidate completed all
internship requirements at one school site under the supervision of one school leader and then
was placed at a different school site under the supervision of a different school leader for the
spring semester.
To determine whether a 400-hour practicum experience produced similar or opposing
outcomes to a full-time internship, the researchers employed descriptive statistics of the raw data
collected concerning participant School Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) scores, student
achievement scores, and school-wide growth residuals. To demonstrate SLLA score differences
between the two groups, the nonparametric Mann-Whitney U test was conducted. The range of
SLLA scores for the 400-hour practicum group varied from a high of 189 and to a low of 169.
The range for the internship group consisted of 193 as the high and 151 as the low. Furthermore,
an independent t-test indicated that the participants enrolled in the internship scored 3.55 points
higher (M = 178.50, SD = 9.037) on the SLLA than participants enrolled in the 400-hour
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practicum experience (M = 175.20, SD = 4.831). To demonstrate the effects on student
achievement, the researchers employed an independent samples t-test utilizing statewide student
assessment data upon completion of participants’ first year of principalship. This analysis altered
the number of participants to 50 as not all became principals upon PPP completion. In this
regard, the researchers found an M student achievement differential of 4.935 (SE = 3.604) points
higher for the 400-hour practicum group than the internship group. Despite this difference, there
were no statistically significant differences in M student achievement differentials at the set
significant level of 0.05. Lastly, an inspection of statewide accountability reports revealed that
schools led by principals who completed the internship met growth on the statewide
accountability model at a greater rate than schools led by principals who completed the 400-hour
practicum, 83.3% vs. 75.7%.
To summarize, the researchers found that principals who completed the year-long fulltime internship scored significantly higher on the state SLLA than principals who completed the
400-hour practicum experience. This finding indicated that immersion in practice better prepares
principal candidates for the licensure exam. Moreover, the findings demonstrated practicum
experiences and internships that were effective in preparing school principals to effect positive
gains in student achievement. Principals who completed the 400-hour practicum experienced
more than three times the gains in student achievement in their first year of principalship than
principals who completed the internship. Despite the higher gain in student achievement,
principals from the internship group met school-wide growth residuals at a 7.6% higher rate than
principals from the 400-hour practicum group. The results of the study suggested that fieldwork
structure was not as important for principalship preparedness as the type of activities principal
candidates were engaged in. Therefore, PPPs must design and require such experiences that
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ensure the attainment of knowledge for licensure and the acquisition of skills for successful
application in the field.
Interestingly, the researchers found a discrepancy in the percentages of graduates who
completed the internship and entered into principalship compared to the graduates of the 400hour practicum experience. Of the internship graduates, all but one entered into principalship,
whereas less than 40% of the 400-hour practicum experience graduates moved into principalship.
This finding aligned with previous research indicating that PPPs that utilize practicum
experiences encountered greater waste in resources when considering the educational leadership
mission to prepare school leaders that effect school-wide change (Pannell et al., 2015). To ensure
PPP graduates were adequately prepared to enter principalship, PPPs must focus on readiness in
their preparation of principal candidates by providing meaningful experiences with ample
opportunity for practical immersion.
Additionally, outside of the central research question, issues of access to year-long fulltime internships were not addressed in the literature review or limitations sections. Despite
proven success, access needs to become a research focus for programs with high-intensive or
year-long full-time internships, especially when unpaid. Working full-time without payment was
not an option for many individuals from lower income households, consequently many obtained
a second job to earn a living wage. PPP providers should be asking themselves: How were
participants expected to work full-time, unpaid, and maintain good academic standing and a
livelihood? How were we addressing issues of access? How did access impact participants’
emotional well-being and academic performance? With such questions in mind, PPP providers
could begin to develop programs that help bridge the gap between ideal circumstances (yearlong full-time internship) and reality (financial obligations). This neglected area of research
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needs to be addressed as programs with year-long residencies continued to increase (i.e., teacher,
principal).
Efficacy of Face-to-Face and Online Principal Preparation Program Experiences
Markson (2018) conducted a study to compare New York State School Leadership
licensure examination scores between face-to-face and online PPP instructional groups. In
addition, Markson compared participants’ own sense of preparedness for meeting the
requirements of the ISLLC Standards. Utilizing a sample of 65 participants enrolled in either a
full-time face-to-face or full-time online PPP, Markson mailed a survey consisting of three parts
to participants. Part 1 had participants select whether they attended a fully face-to-face or fully
online PPP. Part 2 required participants to self-report test scores on Parts I and II of the New
York State School Building Leader (SBL) Assessments as well as the School District Leader
(SDL) Assessments. Part 1 of the SBL and SDL Assessments contained two subareas: 1)
Developing, Communicating, and Sustaining an Educational Vision and 2) Managing Change,
Making Decisions, and Ensuring Accountability. Similarly, Part 2 of the SBL Assessment also
contained two subareas: 1) Leading the Schoolwide Educational Program and 2) Managing
School Resources, Finances, and Compliance. The only difference between Part 2 of the SBL
and SDL Assessment was the distinction of role: from school-wide to districtwide: 1) Leading
the Districtwide Educational Program and 2) Managing District Resources and Compliance. On
a scale from 100 to 300, a minimum score of 220 was needed to meet the examination
requirement for licensure (New York State Education Department, 2008a/b, Part One- Twosection, para. 1). Part 3 of the survey consisted of 44 Likert responses to statements regarding
participant attitudes toward their PPPs’ coursework and internships. The responses were
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designed to describe events related to learning the ISLLC Standards’ concept of leadership and
skills throughout their PPP experience.
Markson conducted an independent samples t-test to compare SBL and SDL Assessment
score results as well as participants’ sense of preparation and training in the ISLLC Standards
between face-to-face and online graduates. The findings indicated there were no statistically
significant differences for the SBL Part 1 for face-to-face (M = 250.34, SD = 12.69) and online
(M = 248.18, SD = 19.56) graduates; t(33.032) = 0.457, p = .651. Similarly, there were no
statistically significant differences for the SBL Part 2 for face-to-face (M = 249.63, SD = 15.08)
and online (M = 251.68, SD = 18.91) graduates; t(52) = -0.444, p = .659. Likewise, there were no
statistically significant differences for the SDL Part 1 for face-to-face (M = 249.70, SD = 16.00)
and online (M = 250.35, SD = 16.69) graduates; t(51) = -0.143, p = .887. However, there was a
statistically significant difference for the SDL Part 2 for face-to-face (M = 240.17, SD = 13.12)
and online (M = 247.57, SD = 12.60) graduates; t(51) = -2.069, p = .044. Indicating that
graduates of the online PPP scored higher on Part II of the SDL Assessment than graduates of
face-to-face PPP, suggesting a better understanding in the dimensions of Leading District
Educational Programs and Managing District Resources and Compliance. Finally, a paired
samples t-test was performed to analyze and compare participants’ sense of preparation and
training in the ISLLC Standards between face-to-face and online graduates. There were no
statistically significant differences between face-to-face and online graduates’ descriptions of
their coursework and internships concerning the standards. Notably, both categories of PPPs
required participants to engage in field-based internships. The only variant was that online
students participated in a simultaneous Internship Seminar course that was held virtually. Despite
having a varying purpose, Markson’s findings not only showed that online PPPs could be as
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effective in preparing school leaders for licensure as face-to-face programs, but also
demonstrated the impact internships had when designed and integrated as essential components
of principal preparation.
A Comparison of Principal Preparation Program Internships Among Target States
In this section of the literature review, studies of three targeted states are addressed. Despite a
lack of study availability concerning similarities across Louisiana, West Virginia, and North
Carolina, what was available in the literature was revealing.
Louisiana
Campbell and Parker (2016) conducted a study to determine similarities and differences
in PPP internship requirements, structure, and other logistics among Louisiana universities. The
researchers utilized 11 participants who were current directors or designees of various Master of
Education (M. Ed.) educational leadership programs, each representing a different university. All
participants were full-time educational leadership faculty or administrators at 4-year universities
across Louisiana with a range of experience from 7-17 years in higher education. To address the
research question, the researchers distributed a questionnaire constructed of numerical and
descriptive items asking participants to provide: (a) the total number of clinical hours (internship
and field experiences) required for completion of the program; (b) the number of credit hours
granted for the internship; (c) the number of semesters required to complete the internship; (d)
the number of hands-on contact hours required for internship; I the semester(s) during which the
internship occurred; (f) how the internship was structured; (g) how or by whom the internship
was designed; (h) how the field experiences were structured; and (i) the number of hands-on
contact hours required for field experiences (p. 4).
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To analyze the data, the researchers employed a nested mixed methods design with
priority given to the qualitative aspects. Since the data were collected concurrently in a single
open-ended questionnaire, the researchers qualitized the data by converting the quantitative data
into qualitative. Following the conversion, the data were analyzed qualitatively in a descriptive
cross-case analysis. The researchers found a range of 110-400 hands-on contact hours required
for the internship across the 11 programs. An online program required the least number of
required hours at 110, eight programs required a minimum of 240 hours, six programs required
300 or more hours, and one program required 400 hours. In addition, all but one university
granted at least 3 credit hours for the internship: six granted 3 hours, three granted 6 hours, and
one granted 9 hours. Distinctly, one university considered all clinical experiences throughout the
2-year program to constitute the internship, thus not granting separate hours for the internship.
Furthermore, all universities required at least one semester of internship, usually at the end of the
program: five universities required one semester at the end of the program; three universities
required two semesters of internship and were structured to include both the opening and closing
of a P-12 school; and two universities required three 7-week terms. Similarly, all universities
required field experiences to be completed throughout their programs. The number of hands-on
field experience hours ranged from 50-200 hours. Four universities structured such experiences
from an introductory (observing, participating) to a developing (participating, facilitating) to a
proficient (leading) level of leadership experiences. Lastly, all internships and field experiences
were designed under the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELLC) and/or ISLLC
standards. To distinguish the two, Stevenson et al. note “the ELCC standards are guidelines for
universities to follow when preparing candidates to become school leaders, whereas the ISLLC
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standards are guidelines for practicing principals to follow and do not include the seventh ELCC
standard of internship” (p. 6).
All in all, despite the variation in structure, number of semesters, or hours of fieldwork,
each university expected their candidates to engage in authentic, real-world experiences that a
practicing principal would encounter. This finding supported previous research that suggested
PPPs should require field experiences and internships that are meaningful, purposeful, welldesigned, and aligned with standards of practice that require the application of current
knowledge, skills, and concepts (Mombourquette & Bedard, 2016; Clayton et al., 2017).
West Virginia
There were no current descriptive cross-case comparisons of such programs in West
Virginia (WV). However, Laugh (2018) conducted survey research to gain an understanding of
WV principal perceptions concerning the effectiveness of West Virginia Board of Education
(WVBE) Policy 5800 and whether the standards were effective in guiding successful leadership.
Specifically, principals were asked which standards were vital for the development of becoming
an instructional leader, what factors impeded principals from meeting leadership standards, and
what could be done for WV principals to aid them in meeting standards found in WVBE Policy
5800. The policy outlined nine standards of professional practice for school principals. A list of
standards can be found in Table 2.2. (WVBE Policy 5800, 2016). The implications of this study
could benefit WV’s PPPs by revealing essential standards associated with effective school
leadership which could then be strategically integrated into field experiences and internships,
better preparing principal candidates to lead in WV schools.
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Table 2.2. WVBE Policy 5800: Standards of Professional Practice for School Principals
1. Demonstrates Interpersonal and Collaborative Skills
2. Creates a Clear and Focused Learning Mission
3. Facilitates Rigorous Curriculum, Engaging Instruction, and Balanced Assessments
4. Builds and Sustains a Positive Learning Climate and Cohesive Culture
5. Promotes Continual Professional Growth and Attracts/Retains Quality Staff
6. Acts as a Student Advocate and Creates Support Systems for Student Success
7. Manages Operations to Promote Learning
8. Connects to Families and the Larger Community
9. Effects Continuous Improvement
Source: WVBE Policy 5800, (2016).
To address the research question, Laugh distributed an electronic survey to all of West
Virginia’s principals (n=678) which contained five sections: 1) demographics; 2) rating the
usefulness of each WVBE Policy 5800 standard using a Likert scale; 3) ranking the nine
standards in order of significance; 4) principal perceptions of barriers in meeting WVBE Policy
5800 standards; and 5) principal perceptions of factors or resources that would benefit principals
in becoming more effective in leadership. 223 participants completed the survey, resulting in a
return rate of 33%. To analyze such data, Laugh utilized three statistical tests. To examine the
frequency of participant choices concerning the applicability of each standard, a Chi-square test
of independence was used. Additionally, to compare the mean ranks of three or more
independent samples, the Mann-Whitney U and Kruskal-Wallis were used. Descriptively, five
standards were rated highest as “very applicable” with 70% or more of responses:
•

Demonstrates Interpersonal Skills

•

Demonstrates Collaborative Skills

•

Builds a Positive Learning Climate

•

Sustains a Positive Learning Climate

•

Sustains a Cohesive Culture

The four lowest rated very applicable standards with 55% or less of responses included:
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•

Facilitates Balanced Assessments

•

Promotes Continual Professional Growth

•

Attracts and Retains Quality Staff

•

Connects to Families and the Larger Community

Of these, facilitating balanced assessments had the lowest score (43.64%), with the next lowest
being promoting continual professional growth (52.27%).
Concerning standard ranking, participant data suggested the following order of
importance: 1) Build and Sustain a Positive Learning Climate and Cohesive Culture; 2) Create a
Clear and Focused Learning Mission; 3) Demonstrate Interpersonal and Collaborative Skills; 4)
Facilitate Rigorous Curriculum, Engaging Instruction, and Balanced Assessments; 5) Act as a
Student Advocate and Create Support Systems for Student Success; 6) Manage Operations to
Promote Learning; 7) Effect for Continuous Improvement; 8) Promote Continual Professional
Growth and Attract/Retain Quality Staff; and 9) Connect to Families and the Larger Community.
Additionally, the data revealed 21 factors that impeded principals from meeting the WVBE
Policy 5800 standards. A list of factors and their percentages was provided in Table 2.3. Lastly,
principals recommended 16 supports that would aid them in meeting the requirements of WVBE
Policy 5800 standards. A list of factors and their percentages was provided in Table 2.4.
In conclusion, Laugh posited that WVBE Policy 5800 standards held perceived value
among WV principals. Over 75% of principals rated the standards as an effective guide in
helping principals become successful educational leaders. This information could be utilized by
WV PPPs to aid in designing and implementing internships and field experiences that align with
WVBE Policy 5800 standards, providing candidates a realistic exposure to the demands of
principalship.

41

Table 2.3. Descending Order of Factors Impeding WVBE Policy 5800 Standards
Factor
Bureaucratic
Mandates and
Micromanaging
Lack of Parent
Involvement
Teacher Quality

Percent
Factor
62.33 Student Transiency

61.88
57.85

Discipline

56.05

Excessive Testing

52.02

Low SocioEconomic Status
Lack of Meaningful
Professional
Developments
School Culture

County and/or State
Policies

Lack of Appropriate
51.57 Autonomous
Support
Decision-Making
Inability to Keep
50.67 Community
Effective Teachers
Involvement
Source: WVBE Policy 5800, (2016).

Percent
Factor
42.15 Lack of
Administrative
Incentives
40.36 Curriculum
and Relevancy
34.53 Educational
Resources
30.49

27.80

24.34
22.42

Teacher
Evaluation
System
Principal
Preparation
Programs
Length of
Contract
Student
Diversity

Percent
21.52

19.73
17.49

14.80

14.35

6.73
4.48

Table 2.4. Descending Order of Supports Aiding WVBE Policy 5800 Standards
Support/Resource
More Collaboration Among
Principals
Less Policy Mandates

Percent
64.13
52.02

Less Political Influences

48.43

Decrease Time Demands

44.84

Salary Increases

42.15

More Autonomous DecisionMaking with Curriculum
More Input in Curriculum
Decision-Making
More Autonomous DecisionMaking with Teacher Hiring
Source: WVBE Policy 5800, (2016).

39.01
35.43
32.74

Support/Resource
Build Support from Central Office
Administrators
Control over Professional
Developments
Customize Administrator
Professional Developments
Develop a County-Wide
Leadership Framework
More Effective Principal
Preparation Programs
Partnering with
Colleges/Universities
More Autonomous DecisionMaking with Finances
Mentoring Programs

42

Percent
32.74
29.15
24.66
24.22
22.42
19.28
18.39
17.04

North Carolina
Like West Virginia, there were no current descriptive cross-case comparisons of PPPs
such as the Campbell and Parker (2016) study, which investigated PPPs in Louisiana. However,
after North Carolina State University (NCSU) was identified as an Exemplary Educational
Leadership Preparation (EELP) program by the University Council for Educational
Administration (UCEA) in 2014, one of five programs in the US to ever receive such distinction,
Fusarelli et al. (2019) conducted a study that explored the key features that dramatically
improved North Carolina’s (NC) PPPs. This research was imperative as the state had, at the time
of publication, 25 approved educator preparation programs (EPPs) to provide a master’s degree
and/or principal credentials, including both public and private universities and one LEA (Horner
et al., 2020). The variation among PPPs contributed to inconsistent degrees of principal
effectiveness. By identifying key features of NCSU’s award-winning PPPs, other like providers
could begin to modify their existing programs, ensuring alignment to current research-based best
practices. In doing such, PPPs would produce more effective principals, resulting in higher rates
of student achievement and school-wide improvement.
Utilizing descriptive research and analysis of PPPs’ continuous development, Fusarelli et
al. identified key program features and components that were categorized into two overarching
domains: 1) Cohorts, Adult Learning Theory, and Divergent Thinking; and 2) Instructional
Leadership Skills and Building a Teacher Coaching Toolkit. Under the first domain, closed
cohorts were established to allow for trusting relationships, expand collegial networks, and
develop high-performing school leadership teams. Additionally, instruction was based on adult
learning theory (ALT), integrated authentic learning experiences, and promoted personal
sensemaking and reflection. Moreover, learning was personalized, utilizing a comprehensive 360
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on-going, real-time assessment of knowledge, skills, and practices by means of Individual
Leadership Learning Plans (ILLPs). The ILLPs acted as a principal residency learning needs
assessment in which identified strengths and weaknesses were used to craft SMART goals
(specific, measurable, achievable. realistic, timely); accompanied by specific activities and
experiences that helped develop identified leadership skill deficits. Progress of ILLP goals were
monitored by a coach, mentor principal, and NCSU faculty, and documented using a variety of
technology-based resources (i.e., web, video); creating the e-portfolio later submitted for
licensure.
Under the larger second domain, PPP “Fellows”, or students, engaged in a series of
interactive seminars and field experiences in which researched-based teaching strategies and
processes associated with effectively improving academic achievement for at-risk populations
were learned and applied in context-specific situations (i.e., high-poverty, high-minority
schools). These strategies were implemented within the Fellows’ individual classrooms for the
first year of the PPP, and then shared with other teachers during the principal residency year.
Additionally, to develop principals as literacy leaders, Fellows engaged in trainings that focused
on universal approaches to support students with dyslexia and struggling readers, as well as
benefit proficient readers. Moreover, to ensure equity-focused leadership, Fellows attended a 3day equity retreat at a former slave plantation to identify their own biases, examine school
problems through an equity lens, and develop a personal definition of social justice to anchor
their leadership practice. Furthermore, Fellows were released from their teaching responsibilities
to attend full-day school site visits to experience and apply leadership skills as they occurred
naturally throughout a school day. Fellows were exposed to high-performing traditional public
schools, charter schools, and private schools. Outside of school site visits, Fellows also
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experienced facilitative, experiential teaching by analyzing case studies and participating in role
plays of authentic scenarios, while video recording for reflective purposes. As such, ensuring
leadership in digital learning environments, Fellows learned and planned for key elements of
personalized and digital learning: human capacity, curriculum and instruction, data and
assessment, and technology and infrastructure.
In addition to field experiences, NCSU’s PPP required Fellows to engage in a full-time,
full academic year (10 months) close-in Principal Residency (internship) experience under the
supervision of a principal mentor. Uniquely, Fellows were granted a provisional NC assistant
principal (AP) license, enabling them to receive the salary of a beginning AP during the
internship. Such provisions increased access to programs requiring such internship experiences.
As mentioned, time-intensive program requirements limited access due to restricted availability
(i.e., work and family commitments), when compared to solely attending classes, and lack or
absence of pay. This financial piece was significant. On a personal note, the financial burden of
continuing education, in addition to general life expenses, required me to work full-time. If an
unpaid full-time internship was necessary for PPP completion, difficult life-changing decisions
would have had to be made (i.e., second job, status of enrollment). By paying principal residents
a deserving salary, NC was increasing access for countless individuals such as myself and should
have been the minimum expectation of other State plans. Additionally, the provisional license
granted Fellows to be an administrator on record, allowing for more authentic leadership
responsibilities (i.e., conducting teacher evaluations versus shadowing principal mentor). This
authenticity was evident in the Residency Problem of Practice requirement in which students
worked through an entire cycle of Collaborative Inquiry and Action (Militello et al., 2009),
including development of a logic model. The process allowed the principal intern to gain
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acceptance of a problem, develop a theory of action vis-à-vis a logic model, and engage in action
(intervention). A robust evaluation plan, consisting of outputs, outcomes, and impact, was then
utilized to reflect on the strategies employed. The results were presented in a mini-conference
poster session using Ignite format. Moreover, throughout the internship, the principal mentor and
executive coach met regularly to examine ILLP targets, and Fellows participated in Formative
Assessment Days and individual feedback meetings. This cycle of individualized feedback, in
authentic environments, ensured principal candidates strengthen identified areas of weakness,
increasing the likelihood principal candidates were equipped with the skills necessary to step into
the campus leadership position with minimal on-the-job training and attain principal
effectiveness.
In conclusion, NCSU’s PPP’s design and content were continuously customized to meet
the needs of district partners. However fluid, key components included closed cohorts;
personalized learning; principals as literacy leaders; equity-focused leadership; on-site learning
experiences and exchanges; authentic, reflective learning experiences; leadership in digital
learning environments; and a fulltime yearlong residency. These components were continually
vetted by panels of principals, university professors, superintendents, innovative leadership
educators, and professional development organizations, ensuring the most up-to-date researchbased practices. The success of the PPP was a direct result of strong university – district
partnerships which took time to develop, maintain, and required a commitment by all involved.
Future research should focus on the implementation of such PPP components among various
providers (i.e., public and private universities) to measure generalizability outside of NCSU.
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Pathways to Principal Certification of Target States
In the following section, I examined three target states’ principal certification policies and
practices. There was no rationale or prioritization of the order in which the states are presented
however, my rationale for examining these three states was personal. I was born, educated,
initially certified, and taught in West Virginia (1991-2017); I moved to Louisiana in 2017
(current residence) after joining Teach For America (TFA) in which I taught six years in various
public elementary schools. I also completed a PPP (2020) and became an Assistant Principal
(2022) in Louisiana. In juxtaposition, North Carolina was selected as a neutral location as
recommended by a committee member. Each state’s certification for principal policies and
practices were unique, mirroring the variants among PPPs, and required further analysis.
Louisiana
Variations among PPP structures were reflected in the way states mandated certification
requirements for school leaders. Meaning, there was no uniform pathway to obtain the
certification needed for principalship, allowing for the creation of alternative pathways. For
example, in 2022, the Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) offered four leadership
preparation routes leading to educational leader certification, a master’s pathway, and three
alternative pathways. The master’s pathway was designed for persons seeking to earn an
advanced degree and add Educational Leader certification to a valid teaching certificate. Upon
completion of the PPP, the principal candidate could apply for certification if they held a Type C
or Level 2 teaching certificate, had three years of successful teaching experience as noted by the
state’s Compass Information System (CIS), and passed the SLLA or the Louisiana Leadership
Assessment Series (LLAS) following state requirements.
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A Level 2 teaching certificate was issued when a teacher acquired three years of teaching
experience in their certification area and had three years of successful final evaluation ratings
verified through CIS. The CIS was Louisiana’s educator support and evaluation system which
provided “all teachers, counselors, librarians and school leaders with regular, meaningful
feedback on their performance with the ultimate goal of fostering continuous improvement and
helping educators have a greater impact on student learning” (National Council on Teacher
Quality, 2015). The SLLA was developed to provide thorough, fair, and validated assessments
for states to use as part of the licensure process for principals, superintendents, and school
leaders. The test reflected current research on the professional judgment and experience of
educators. Developed by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), the test was based on both
national job analysis studies and aligned to the set of standards for school leaders outlined by
ISLLC and PSEL (ETS, n.d.). Louisiana required principal candidates to score 151 or higher for
licensure. Mirroring the variants among PPPs, the LLAS was developed to allow educators
seeking to become school leaders an alternative test. The LLAS was a portfolio-based
assessment in alignment with the Louisiana Standards for Educational Leaders (Bulletin 125) as
well as the National Educational Leadership Preparation (NELP) and PSEL standards. This
assessment was approved in December 2019 by the Louisiana Board of Elementary and
Secondary Education and fulfilled the required exam component for licensure, substituting for
the SLLA. In opposition to the SLLA, the LLAS was submitted to an Assessor who determined
and communicated the portfolio’s proficiency based on the evidence submitted in alignment with
rubrics of assessment. Additionally, the Assessor provided written feedback by criteria that was
objective, consistent, targeted, user-friendly, constructive, and positive. Applicants could revise
and resubmit until the portfolio was approved (Louisiana Believes, 2020). Both assessment
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approaches were typical as 33 states were reported by the Education Commission of the States to
require a licensure assessment of knowledge and skill, in the form of a written test, portfolio, or
both, for principalship (Scott, 2018).
Louisiana’s alternative pathways to certification were similar in that each required: a
Type C or Level 2 teaching certificate, 3-5 years of teaching experience within the certification
area, and a passing SLLA or LLAS score. The differences between pathways correlated to the
differences among principal candidates, dependent on existing degrees, certifications, years of
experience, etc. For example, alternative pathway one (AP1) was for persons who already held a
master’s degree and were seeking to add Educational Leader certification to a valid teaching
certificate via an individualized plan-of-study from a state-approved educational leadership
program provider. The individualized program was developed based on a screening of each
candidate’s competencies upon entering the PPP. Whereas alternative pathway two (AP2) was
for persons who already held a master’s degree in education and were seeking to add
Educational Leader certification to a valid teaching certificate via documented evidence of
leadership experiences distributed among at least 240 clocked hours; similar to the LLAS
structure. Lastly, alternative pathway three (AP3) was for persons who already held a
baccalaureate degree from a regionally accredited institution of higher education and were
seeking to add Educational Leader certification to a valid teaching certificate through a
competency-based educational leader practitioner (residency) program. A detailed description of
each pathway was presented in Table 2.5. (Teach Louisiana, 2021).
Table 2.5. Louisiana Leadership Preparation Routes Leading to Educational Leader Certification
Pathway
Master’s Path – for a person seeking to earn
Source: Teach Louisiana, (2021).
(table cont’d.)

Requirements
• Hold or be eligible to hold a valid
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an advanced degree and add Educational
Leader certification to a valid teaching
certificate.

Alternate Path 1 – for persons who already
hold a master’s degree and are seeking to add
Educational Leader certification to a valid
teaching certificate via an individualized planof-study from a state-approved ed leader
program provider.

Source: Teach Louisiana, (2021).
(table cont’d.)
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Louisiana Type B or Level 2 teaching
certification or have a comparable level
out-of-state teaching certificate; and
• Have three years of teaching experience in
his/her area of certification; and
• Completion of a competency-based
graduate degree preparation program in
the area of educational leadership from an
institution of higher education accredited
per 34 CFR 602. If the master’s degree
program was not in Educational
Leadership then a letter from the dean of
education or the dean of the graduate
school must be submitted verifying that
the master’s degree program is aligned
with the National Policy Board for
Educational Administration’s Professional
Standards for Educational Leaders
(PSEL); and
• Have a passing score on the Praxis School
Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) or
the Louisiana Leadership Assessment
Series (LLAS) following state
requirements.
• Hold or be eligible to hold a valid
Louisiana Type B or Level 2 teaching
certification or have a comparable level
out-of-state teaching certificate and have
five years of teaching experience in
his/her area of certification;
• Have earned a graduate degree from a
regionally accredited institution of higher
education;
• Meet competency-based requirements, as
demonstrated by completion of an
individualized program of educational
leadership from a regionally accredited
institution of higher education. An
individualized program will be developed
based on a screening of each candidate’s
competencies upon entering into the
graduate alternative certification program;
and
• Have a passing score on the Praxis School

Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) or
the Louisiana Leadership Assessment
Series (LLAS) following state
requirements.
• Hold or be eligible to hold a valid
Louisiana Type B or Level 2 teaching
certification or have a comparable level
out-of-state teaching certificate and have
three years of teaching experience in
his/her area of certification;
• Completed a graduate degree in
education from an institution of higher
education accredited in accordance with
34 CFR 602.
• Provide documented evidence of
leadership experiences (240 clock hours or
more) at the school and/or district level in
the form of a portfolio as outlined in the
application packet; and
• Have a passing score on the Praxis School
Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) or
the Louisiana Leadership Assessment
Series (LLAS) following state
requirements.
• Hold or be eligible to hold a valid
Louisiana Type B or Level 2 teaching
certification or have a comparable level
out-of-state teaching certificate and three
years of teaching experience in his/her
area of certification;
• Have three years of teaching experience in
the area of certification;
• Demonstration of a strong knowledge of
instruction through a rigorous screening
process by an approved program provider;
• Have the completion of a competencybased educational leader
practitioner/residency preparation
program in the area of educational
leadership from a state-approved private
provider or a regionally accredited
institution of higher education; and
• Have a passing score on the Praxis School

Alternate Path 2 – for persons who already
hold a master’s degree in education and are
seeking to add Educational Leader
certification to a valid teaching certificate via
documented evidence of leadership
experiences.

Alternate Path 3 – for persons who already
hold a baccalaureate degree from a regionally
accredited institution of higher education and
are seeking to add Educational Leader
certification to a valid teaching certificate
through a competency-based educational
leader practitioner (residency) program.

Source: Teach Louisiana, (2021).
(table cont’d.)
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Leaders Licensure Assessment (SLLA) or
the Louisiana Leadership Assessment
Series (LLAS) following state
requirements.
Source: Teach Louisiana, (2021).
West Virginia
The West Virginia Department of Education (WVDE) mirrored Louisiana’s response to
the flexible nature of PPP requirements by creating three routes to obtaining a professional
administrative certificate. A professional administrative certificate must be earned to hold a
position as principal, superintendent, or supervisor. The three routes were dependent on how the
principal candidate completed their master’s degree in Educational Leadership. For example, the
first two routes pertained to persons who graduated from an in-state or out-of-state institution.
Additionally, principal candidates holding a valid out-of-state Professional Administrative
License could apply for reciprocity; the third route. Despite the degree obtainment differences,
all routes required three years of teaching/educational experience, a master’s degree in
Educational Leadership with a 3.0 GPA or higher, and completion of the Evaluation Leadership
Institute (ELI). The ELI prepared principals and central office administrators to evaluate
personnel effectively. Principal candidates completed an online training program to obtain a
provisional administrative certificate. Once hired in an administrative role, principals completed
in-person ELI training within 90 days (West Virginia Department of Education, n.d.).
Notable differences between the routes included a passing score on the Praxis II 5412 for
Educational Leadership for the first two routes and providing a copy of a valid out-of-state
Professional Administrative License for the third. A description of each pathway was detailed in
Table 2.6. (West Virginia Department of Education, n.d.). The Praxis II 5412 for Educational
Leadership was also developed by ETS and aligned to the PSEL developed by the NPBEA. The
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test was designed to measure the extent to which principal candidates demonstrated the
standards-relevant knowledge and skills necessary for competent professional practice. West
Virginia required principal candidates to score 146 or higher for licensure (ETS, n.d.).
Table 2.6. West Virginia Routes to a Professional or Provisional Administrative Certificate
Route
In-State Institution – this certificate is issued
to an individual to work in WV public schools
to work as a Principal, Supervisor, and/or
Superintendent who has attended an in-state
institution.

Requirements
• 3 years of teaching/educational experience
• A master’s in Educational Leadership with
a GPA of 3.0 or higher
• Passing the Praxis II 5412 for Educational
Leadership
• Completion of the Evaluation Leadership
Institute (ELI) – online if you are not
hired in an administrative role such as
principal or assistant principal OR face-toface ELI training if hired in an
administrative role.
Out-of-State Institution - this certificate is
• 3 years of teaching/educational experience
issued to an individual to work in WV public
• A master’s in Educational Leadership
schools to work as a Principal, Supervisor,
with a GPA of 3.0 or higher
and/or Superintendent who has attended an
• Passing the Praxis II 5412 for Educational
out-of-state institution (Form 19A).
Leadership
• Completion of the Evaluation Leadership
Institute (ELI) – online if you are not
hired in an administrative role such as
principal or assistant principal OR face-toface ELI training if hired in an
administrative role.
Valid Out-of-State Professional
• 3 years of teaching/educational experience
Administrative Certificate - this certificate
• A master’s in Educational Leadership with
is issued to an individual to work in WV
a GPA of 3.0 or higher
public schools to work who holds a valid out• A copy of your valid out-of-state
of-state professional administrative certificate
Professional Administrative License.
as a Principal, Supervisor, and/or
• Completion of the Evaluation Leadership
Superintendent (Form 19R).
Institute (ELI) – online if you are not
hired in an administrative role such as
principal or assistant principal OR face-toface ELI training if hired in an
administrative role.
Source: West Virginia Department of Education, (n.d.).
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North Carolina
The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) was unique in that
principal certification was awarded after a single requirement (hence no comparative table), the
completion of an approved program in school administration at the master's level or above,
without the need for standardized written or portfolio assessments; no provisional principal
licenses were issued. Such practice placed the efficacy of principal candidates solely on the
voluminous PPPs, while reducing standardized assessment of skills and knowledge. This
phenomenon contributed to the growing variances among PPPs and principal effectiveness,
supporting the necessity of the research foci. Additionally, despite the perceived singularity, it
was necessary to note that a School Administrator – Principal license required the individual to
hold a valid state Professional Educator’s license. To obtain such a license, one must have
completed a state-approved educator preparation program (EPP) and satisfied SBE Praxis testing
requirements (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.).
Similarities and Differences Between Pathways to Principal Certification of Target
States. Strikingly, unlike the LDOE and WVDE, NCDPI only awarded principal certification
after the completion of an approved program in school administration at the master’s level or
above. As such, this comparison primarily addressed the distinctions between LDOE and
WVDE. For instance, both states created various pathways to principalship. Such practices were
a result of the flexibility provided under ESSA as well as varying structures and requirements of
PPPs. Despite a common conception, the only similar requirement between Louisiana and West
Virginia principal licensure was a minimum of three years of teaching or education experience.
The other factors varied depending on individual principal candidate qualifications and needs.
For example, all of West Virginia’s pathways required a master’s degree in educational
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leadership. Whereas Louisiana’s pathways met principal candidates where they were in terms of
experience and education. For example, there was a pathway for individuals with a master’s
degree, a master’s degree in education, and a master’s degree in educational leadership.
Additionally, Louisiana offered a pathway for candidates who held a bachelor’s degree.
Similarly, despite requiring different assessments, both states required candidates to pass an
educational leadership competency assessment. West Virginia required the Praxis II 5412 for
Educational Leadership for any unlicensed principal candidate, while only accepting valid outof-state licensure in replacement. While Louisiana required one of two assessments: the SLLA or
LLAS. The first being a traditional competency assessment, such as the one administered in
West Virginia. The second, a portfolio-style assessment which once submitted could be revised
until successful completion. Such certification variations contributed to discrepancies among
PPP course- and fieldwork designs and requirements, degrees of effectiveness, and assessment
means for principal licensure within and across target states.
Field Experience and Internship Alignment
The malleable certification practices above subsequently trickled into PPP course- and
fieldwork design and requirements, resulting in varying degrees of effectiveness. As such, a
universal framework needed to exist to ensure effective fieldwork outcomes. Such a framework
should incorporate the previously discussed PSEL-aligned domain-specific activities identified
by Grissom and Loeb (2011) as effective principal actions. In doing so, PPPs can ensure
principal candidates are provided with opportunities to engage in all activities categorized under
each of the five domains. Furthermore, utilizing a framework structured around research-based
strategies that aligned to standards of effective practice would increase the likelihood that PPPs
are developing fieldwork that prepares principal candidates with the skills necessary to step into
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the position with minimal on-the-job training and attain principal effectiveness. A detailed
description of each domain-specific activity can be found in Table 2.7. (Grissom & Loeb, 2011).
Table 2.7. Domain-Specific Activities
Domains
Instructional
Organizational
Internal
External
Management
Management
Relations
Relations
Domain-Specific Activities
Use data to
Develop a safe
Develop
Communicate
inform
school
relationships
with district to
instruction.
environment.
with students.
obtain resources.
Develop a
Deal with
Communicate
Work with local
coherent
concerns from
with parents.
community.
educational plan. staff.
Use assessment
Manage budgets Attend school
Utilize district
results for
and resources.
activities (i.e.,
office
program
sporting events). communications.
evaluation.
Formally
Hire personnel.
Counsel students Fundraise.
evaluate
or parents.
teachers.
Conduct
Manage personal Counsel staff
classroom
and school
about conflicts
observations.
related
with other staff.
schedules.
Utilize school
Maintain
Informally talk
meetings to
campus
to teachers about
enhance school
facilities.
students.
goals.
Plan
Manage nonInteract socially
professional
instructional
with staff.
developments
staff.
for teachers.
Implements
Network with
professional
other principals.
developments.
Evaluate
curriculum.
Informally coach
teachers.
Source: Grissom and Loeb, (2011).
(table cont’d.)
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Administrative
Duties
Manage school
schedules.
Manage student
discipline.
Fulfill
compliance
requirements
and paperwork.
Implement
standardized
tests.
Manage student
services (i.e.,
records,
reporting).
Supervise
students (i.e.,
recess duty).
Manage student
attendance
related activities.
Fulfill special
education
requirements.

Instructional
Management

Domains
Organizational
Internal
External
Management
Relations
Relations
Domain-Specific Activities

Administrative
Duties

Direct
supplementary,
after-school or
summer
programs.
Release/counsel
out teachers.
Planning
professional
development for
perspective
curriculum.
Source: Grissom and Loeb, (2011).
Additionally, the framework should provide opportunities for principal candidates to be
engaged in constructive feedback loops in which they study and discuss practice, implement such
practices in the field, and receive coaching and support from a mentor, allowing for adjustment
and refinement of future practice. This practicum model was structured around inquiry-based
learning (Perez et al., 2011), as defined in Chapter One, and a by-product of incorporating
Grissom and Loeb domain-specific activities of effective principal actions into fieldwork design
and requirements. Such a framework would also provide the structure needed to remediate the
discrepancies among differing PPP field experiences and internships. The outcome of utilizing
this framework may result in more reliable and valid degrees of effectiveness measures
concerning PPP fieldwork. Outside of this study’s purpose, future research would benefit by
comparing degrees of effectiveness between PPPs with PSEL-aligned fieldwork and those with
unaligned fieldwork. The results of such a study could be especially impactful for North
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Carolina, where voluminous institutions cultivate diverse PPPs that vary among course- and
fieldwork requirements, degrees of effectiveness, and assessment means for principal licensure.
Assessment Means Alignment
Like its influence on PPP course- and fieldwork designs and requirements, interpretative
practices resulted in tremendous differences between assessment means for principal licensure
within and across target states. For example, not all states required a/the same standardized
educational leadership competency assessment which left the assessment criteria for principal
licensure up to the providing institution, as in North Carolina, increasing validity concerns.
Moreover, and mirroring the need for and importance of fieldwork alignment to standards of
effective practice, assessment means must also align, reducing validity concerns. Specifically,
utilizing a PSEL-aligned framework to develop, evaluate, and administer assessment means that
reliably measure principal candidates’ ability to recall and apply standards of effective practice
reduced the immense discrepancies among principal licensure requirements and candidate
effectiveness. Furthermore, PSEL-aligned principal licensure assessment means ensured
principal candidates were equipped with the skills necessary to step into the position with
minimal on-the-job training upon PPP completion, while continuing to allow approved
institutions the opportunity to develop innovative and unique assessment means, retaining
autonomy of approach while generalizing expected outcomes.
However different, all three states utilized the flexible language provided under ESSA as
the underpinnings of principal preparation, created and maintained local systems of
accountability in terms of principal preparation, evaluation, and certification. This was most
evident within varying course- and fieldwork designs and requirements, degrees of effectiveness,
and assessment means for principal licensure. For fieldwork, as previously discussed, most states
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recommended or required PPPs to include field experiences or internships within their
coursework. However, the degree and operational definition of each varied between states
(Dodson, 2015), as found in Louisiana, West Virginia, and North Carolina. For assessment
means, only Louisiana and West Virginia required an educational leadership competency
assessment, outside of SEA or LEA PPP completion requirements. Whereas, in North Carolina,
approved PPP SEA and LEA providers could grant principal licensure after program completion;
without comparative measures (i.e., SLLA, Praxis II 5412), furthering the need for this study.
Summary
In this second chapter, an international review of pertinent literature was conducted surrounding
the efficacy of integrating field experiences and internships as essential components of principal
preparation. Additionally, requirements for principal certification were compared across targeted
states, highlighting the need for this research. With such variations among PPP fieldwork designs
and requirements as well as principal licensure assessment means, it was necessary to uncover
essential elements of field experiences and internships that ensured principal candidates were
equipped with the skills necessary to step into the position with minimal on-the-job training,
increasing the likelihood of effective principalship. Lastly, future research would benefit from
comparing degrees of effectiveness between PSEL-aligned and unaligned fieldwork and
assessment means. In Chapter Three, the elements of the study were presented. These elements
included research design, research questions, participants, setting, data sources, analysis,
researcher positionality, and terms used in the study.
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Chapter 3. Methods
This study sought to discern essential elements of PPP field experiences and internships that
contributed most to principal effectiveness. This chapter included key terms related to the
efficacy of field experiences and internships as vital components of PPPs. In addition to key
terms, the theoretical frameworks were also discussed as they related to integrating essential
elements of field experiences and internships as vital components of principal preparation. Then,
the overall research design was presented along with situating the setting, context, and
participants involved in the study. Next, the sources for data collection, methods of data analysis,
and coding procedures were outlined. Lastly, the researcher’s positionality statement, limitations,
and delimitations of the study were presented.
Definition of Key Terms
The following terms were used as they applied to the purpose of this study. They are defined
hereafter.
Accountability. Accountability was defined as phenomenon, concept, policy, and social
practice within different systems of educational governance that developed overtime to reflect
changes in governing logics and political agendas (Skedsmo & Huber, 2019).
Charter School. Charter schools were public schools given greater autonomy in
exchange for increased accountability. Meaning, charter schools had the latitude to experiment
with new educational approaches in pursuit of increased student achievement. Such flexibility
allowed charter school teachers to diverge from curricula and rules while having their
employment status closely linked to student success. Similarly, charter school operations were
dependent of meeting the strict accountability standards for student achievement. Meaning, if a
charter school met accountability standards, they may renew the charter. Adversely, if
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performance becomes historically poor, the charter was revoked or allowed to expire (Nathan,
1997; Oberfield, 2016).
Field Experience. Field experiences were activities principal candidates performed as
part of their principal preparation coursework. Such activities typically varied based on course
content and ranged from observing, to participating in, to leading school operations and
activities. Field experiences were tied to specific course objectives (Dodson, 2015).
Flexibility. Flexibility meant pragmatic elasticity. Flexibility also encompassed
responding to the demand of the individualized situation (Weyer, 2002; Rajbhandari et al.,
2014).
Internship. Internships were tied directly to administrator responsibilities as performed
daily and distinct from principal preparation course requirements and activities. Consequently,
internships were more fluid and unpredictable than field experiences (Dodson, 2015).
Principal Effectiveness. Crafted by high accountability standards first introduced by
NCLB legislation, coupled with limited empirical research evaluating such topics, principal
effectiveness was defined as “the ability of the principal to affect changes in student test scores”
that resulted in SPS improvement (Levine, 2005; Fuller & Hollingsworth, 2014; Pannell et al.
2015, p.13).
Principal Preparation Program. A principal preparation program was a program that
designed “program elements around theories of adult and experiential learning by placing
emphasis on hands-on internship experiences, thematically integrated curricula, problem-based
instruction, and closer partnerships with school districts” that resulted in educational leader
certification and/or eligibility for principalship (Davis and Darling-Hammond, 2012; Pannell et
al., 2015, p. 7).
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Private School. Private schools were independently run institutions. As such, private
schools chose tuition rates, and could select their student population or be selected as a child’s
education provider (Urquiola, 2016).
Traditional Public School. Traditional public schools were public schools that operated
within standard hierarchies and bureaucracies, school boards, and collective bargaining
agreements. Traditionally, public schools in the US adhered to local, state, and federal politics
(Fryer, 2014).
Theoretical Frameworks
The philosophical assumptions which grounded the study aligned with ontological issues that
embraced the idea of multiple realities. Contextually put, ontology encompassed assumptions
made concerning the nature of reality which became the basis of social order that defined the
characteristics of a study’s perspectives (Blaikie and Priest, 2017). For this study, a fundamental
assumption was that participants would rate degrees of field experience and internship
engagement and effectiveness differently, even if navigated at the same time and space. This
assumption was necessary to encapsulate the subjectivity of interpretations concerning
participant engagement with, and evaluation of, varying fieldwork experiences. Additionally, the
researcher operated under the philosophical assumptions within the pragmatism interpretive
framework. Pragmatism involved multiple methods of data collection, focused on practical
implications, and emphasized the importance of conducting research in a way that best addressed
the research questions. As such, the researcher’s approach assumed an epistemological belief that
“reality is known through many tools of research that reflect both deductive (objective) evidence
and inductive (subjective) evidence” (Creswell & Poth, 2016, p. 35). Furthermore, such an
epistemology indicated how knowledge of an assumed social reality can be obtained (Blaikie and
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Priest, 2017). Significance, the mixing of epistemological positions best addressed the research
questions and was supported by Gray (2018), who stated that this practice was not only
legitimate but necessary. This legitimacy was reflected in the use of both quantitative (i.e.,
survey) and qualitative (i.e., interview, observation) data. Moreover, such beliefs embodied
constructivism epistemological commitments. Constructivism was “the key philosophical
assumption upon which all types of qualitative research are based [and] is the view that reality is
constructed by individuals interacting with their social worlds” (Merriam, 1998, p. 6; Yazan,
2015). Complimentary to the described theoretical assumptions, constructivism was also
necessary to account for and measure the subjective nature of the research questions, specifically
concerning participant interpretations of fieldwork engagement and effectiveness.
In summation, an interpretative framework grounded in the above ontological and
epistemological underpinnings, based on pragmatism, allowed the researcher to develop
measures that best addressed the research questions and emphasized outcomes. For example,
outside of quantifying demographic information, the quantitative survey provided data that
revealed which domain-specific activities (Grissom & Loeb, 2011) were integrated into
participants’ PPP fieldwork and to what degree. Additionally, the quantitative survey provided
data that ranked participants’ perceptions of the five broad domains from most impactful (1) to
least impactful (5) in relation to fieldwork effectiveness. Furthermore, participants were required
to specify the activities under the domain ranked “most impacted” that were essential to effective
principalship. Whereas the qualitative data revealed how identified domain-specific activities
contributed to overall principal effectiveness. In addition, such data measured the extent each
domain and observed corresponding activities consumed principalship demand. Understanding
both was critical to ensure PPPs designed real-word field experiences and internships as essential
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components of principal preparation and did so in ways that incorporated essential elements (i.e.,
domain-specific activities) that fostered skills necessary to step into the position with minimal
on-the-job training. As such, situational and transformational leadership frameworks were
selected to undergird this study.
Situational Leadership Theory
According to Sims et al. (2009), situational leadership theory (SLT), also known in the
literature as contingency leadership, held the fundamental assumption that specific types of
leadership were likely to be more effective in context-specific situations. For example, a school
district or charter network may design, require, and/or employ a tailored PPP, outside of
certification requirements, that address their unique needs utilizing district-specific protocols and
resources to remediate. Such practices equipped principal candidates with the knowledge and
skills to overcome contextualized real-world problems, as designed and situated by the
governing bodies. When compared to traditional PPPs provided by universities, which often
contained broader scopes of curriculum and school contexts, contextualized “in-house” district
lead PPPs applied SLT with the belief that creating localized programs better prepared principal
candidates to be more effective in such contexts during principalship than candidates from
outside programs. For this study, SLT was imperative to envelop the vast variants (i.e., PPP,
fieldwork, certification requirements, geography) under analyses.
Transformational Leadership Theory
Transformational leadership theory (TLT) held the fundamental assumption that
leadership encompassed interactions with interested parties organized around a shared purpose,
operating in a way that transformed, motivated, and enhanced the actions and ethical aspirations
of its members which resulted in positive transformations and changes of such members
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impacted by the structure and strategy of the organization (Simola et al., 2012; Jovanovica &
Ciricb, 2016). For this study, TLT was a necessary lens as the roles and responsibilities of
principalship were shaped by the constant pull of education’s political undercurrent (i.e., NCLB,
ESSA, ISLLC, PSEL). This fluidity created a ripple effect which reflected within the variables
under analyses. By operating within TLT, the researcher developed more reliable and valid
conclusions confounded to time and place by acknowledging the historical transformational
changes in education. To compensate, an experience criterion was set at 3 years of principalship
or less. This sampling strategy addressed TLT by increasing the likelihood participants learned
and operated under similar standards of professional practice.
Research Questions
The following research questions framed this study. The central, overarching question was:
Which elements of principal preparation program field experiences and/or internships were
essential for principal effectiveness? This question was supported by the five following sub
questions:
SQ1. What degree were Grissom and Loeb (2011) domains of principalship integrated
within principal preparation program field experiences and internships?
SQ2. Which domain-specific activities were executed within principal preparation
program field experiences and internships?
SQ3. How did the integration of identified domain-specific activities contribute to
principal effectiveness?
SQ4. What extent did the domains of principalship reflect principalship demand?
SQ5. What extent did domain-specific activities consume principalship?
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Research Design
The intent of an investigation into preparedness of principal candidates regarding essential
leadership skills acquired during field experiences and internships was to explore casual
relationships. For this reason, a mixed methods design that explored such principal perceptions
was employed. The purpose of the mixed methods design was expansion which increased the
scope of inquiry by selecting methods most appropriate for multiple inquiry components.
Moreover, such design broadened and expanded the range of study, strengthening the validity of
findings (Gray, 2018). As such, the mixed methods design allowed for a richer and stronger array
of evidence that could not have been accomplished by any single method alone (Yin &
Campbell, 2018). Significance, a mixed method design was necessary to adequately address the
central research question as well as the five sub questions. Specifically, the mixed methods
design initiated a quantitative survey first, using collected data to develop the latter qualitative
study.
The Quantitative Aspect of the Study
The quantitative aspect of the study consisted of a survey that captured demographic and
descriptive data across three sections. The first section of the survey was designed to collect
participant demographic data (i.e., age, PPP type, years of experience). The second section
measured participant degree of engagement of Grissom and Loeb (2011) five broad domains of
principalship: instructional management, organizational management, internal relations, external
relations, and administrative duties. Moreover, domain-specific activities, also referred as
essential elements, were listed under each domain to identify the desired lens for participant
responses while also compartmentalizing the survey. Participants were required to rate the
degree of engagement of each activity using a 5-point Likert scale; Strongly Disagree to Strongly
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Agree. A detailed list of domain-specific activities was previously provided in Table 2.7. Lastly,
the third section assessed overall effectiveness of participant PPP field experiences and
internships. To do so, participants had to first rank the domains from “most impacted” to least; 1
as most impacted through 5 as least. Meaning, participants had to rank associated domains
implemented by their individual PPP fieldwork, from having the most impact on principal
effectiveness, to the least. Such data allowed the researcher to discern which domains were
essential for effective principal preparation. Second, participants had to list which activities
under the identified most impacted domain were essential for principal effectiveness. Such data
allowed the researcher to discern which activities should be considered essential components of
PPP fieldwork. The entirety of the survey was sited in Appendix A.
The Qualitative Aspects of the Study
The qualitative aspects of the study aligned to parameters associated with collective case
studies which allowed the researcher to investigate real-life multiple bounded systems, or cases,
over time through detailed data collection across multiple sources of information (i.e.,
interviews, observations). Significance, the employed mixed method design, complexity of the
research questions, and subjectivity of PPP fieldwork effectiveness interpretation, necessitated a
collective case study component. Utilizing such, the researcher collected data from varying
sources that illustrated the central issue, discerning essential elements of field experiences and
internships that contributed to principalship success despite PPP differences. This tactic was
supported by Yin (2017) who embraced both quantitative and qualitative approaches to case
study development. Through such process, the researcher ultimately reported a case description
and case themes that addressed the research questions.
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First, a qualitative semi-structured interview was developed based on previously
collected quantitative survey data. Interview data points were “one of the most important sources
of case study evidence” (Yin & Campbell, 2018, p. 118). Such expansion techniques allowed the
researcher to uncover themes that captured how essential elements of PPP field experiences and
internships contributed to overall principal effectiveness. Additionally, interview questions
addressed the integration of domain-specific activities identified as essential elements of PPP
fieldwork; how identified essential elements contributed to principal effectiveness; which
domain and corresponding activities occupied majority of daily principalship routine; addressed
PPP fieldwork alignment to principalship reality; and rated overall PPP fieldwork as effective or
ineffective. All interviews were conducted one-on-one at a participant selected time via Zoom,
lasted approximately 45 minutes, and were recorded for later reference. A detailed interview
protocol was provided in Appendix B.
Second, observations of the sub-group were conducted to measure the duration
participants engaged in domain-specific activities as outlined in Table 2.7. Specifically, the
researcher recorded the start and end time of each participant action (i.e., emails, observations).
Such fieldnotes were then assessed and organized utilizing an observation categorization of
domain-specific activities chart, capturing the number of minutes per domain and domainspecific activity occurrence (duration). This observation approach aligned with Stake (1995)
ideology concerning the “quantitative case study researcher” in which the focus is on categories
or key events of phenomena. As such, the meanings of various categories or events were
anchored to worksheets (i.e., observation categorization of domain-specific activities chart)
while the focus of the researcher was on “every happening,” trying to quantify experiences of a
given topic. For this study, such approach allowed the researcher to corroborate participant
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responses by comparing recent observation data against previously collected interview data. For
example, a participant may have ranked instructional management as the domain that occupies
most of their daily routine, while noting corresponding activities, but the observation suggested
organizational management activities took precedence. Noting the limitations of a one-day
snapshot, this cross-analysis technique strengthened the validity of results and final conclusions.
Lastly, observations took place at the school site and lasted approximately one workday, or 6
hours. The observation categorization of domain-specific activities chart can be found in
Appendix C.
Participants
Setting and Contexts
Due to the study’s research question complexity and subjective nature, to best represent
variants among PPP course- and fieldwork, degrees of effectiveness, and assessment means for
principal licensure while also ensuring generalizability, the researcher limited the geographical
scope of this study to three states within the southeast region of the United States; Louisiana,
North Carolina, and West Virginia. As detailed in Chapter Two, the three states varied
significantly in principal preparation and/or licensure requirements, mirroring the elastic nature
of current educational accountability practices. Subsequently, such elasticity influenced the
development of school district and participant criteria, outlined below, which allowed the
researcher the opportunity to select representative samples of identified variables.
School District Selection and Recruitment
To encapsulate the variant nature of study, the researcher recruited one school district per
target state that exuded current flexibility among principal preparation, licensure, and
accountability practices. In attempt, a recruitment letter was emailed to seven school districts
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across the three states; two per Louisiana and West Virginia, and three to North Carolina. A
school district recruitment letter template was modified to include district-specific information
(i.e., name, relationship). The school district recruitment letter template is found in Appendix D.
To ensure successful electronic delivery, the researcher utilized district websites to locate
appropriate persons of contact (i.e., accountability office, superintendent). If such information
was not located, the recruitment letter was emailed to the central office secretary.
As a result, 14% (n = 1) of targeted school districts were comprised of only charter
schools; 57% (n = 4) housed both traditional public and charter schools; and 29% (n = 2) were
solely traditional public schools. The researcher utilized existing professional relationships to
gain entrée and expedite the recruitment process. For example, the researcher had participated in
teacher preparation fieldwork within one targeted school district (14%) and had been or was
currently employed by two additional school districts (29%). Of these relationships, two school
districts (67%) agreed to participate in the study. Through such tactics, the researcher received an
average response rate of 43.3% (LA = 50; NC = 33; WV = 50). Moreover, 50% of school
districts did not respond at all in both Louisiana and West Virginia. Whereas, North Carolina had
one district reject the recruitment letter (33%) and the other not respond (33%). After the
rejection and lack of response from North Carolina, the researcher utilized a contact provided by
a committee member which resulted in NC study participation. Demographic information of
participating school districts was provided in Table 3.1.
Additionally, the researcher strategically recruited school districts whose geographical
boundaries encompassed, or were in proximity to (i.e., neighboring county), an approved SEA or
LEA PPP provider. Based on personal experience, it was perceived by the researcher that school
districts near PPP providing institutions had an existing interdependent relationship. For
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example, PPP providers benefit when local school districts allowed program participants access
to resources (i.e., students, teachers), otherwise unavailable, that fulfilled program requirements
(i.e., fieldwork). This partnership allowed participants to graduate while highlighting the need
and success of the PPP. Additionally, local school districts benefited from such relationships by
having access to highly qualified principal candidates supplied by a continuous cycle of
graduates. Specifically, these partnerships allowed local school districts to train and recruit
principal candidates in context-specific settings, increasing the likelihood graduates were
equipped with the skills necessary to step into the position with minimal on-the-job training and
attain principal effectiveness. Similarly, such relationships are found between teacher preparation
program providers and school districts. Utilizing such ideologies, 100% of participating school
districts were within proximity to at least one PPP providing institution (67% within county,
33% within neighboring county).
Table 3.1. Participating School District Demographic Data
State:
Locale:

Louisiana

North Carolina

West Virginia

Southern Louisiana

Southeastern North
Carolina
Urban

Eastern Panhandle

*Locale Population
Urban
Urban
Classification:
District School
Traditional Public
Traditional Public
Traditional Public
Type:
and Charter Schools
and Charter Schools
Schools
**Student
41,300+
48,796
19,722
Population:
Notes: Locale population classification is defined by the 2020 Census Urban Area Criteria
(Census Bureau, 2020); Student population is given as provided by school district websites.
Participant Criteria and Rationales
Furthermore, five criteria for study participation were outlined: 1) PPP completion; 2)
field experiences and/or internships engagement during PPP; 3) current public-school principal;
4) held novice years of experience (1-3); and 5) employed in Louisiana, North Carolina, or West
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Virginia. Specifically, the PPP completion, fieldwork engagement, and novice years of
experience criterions were set to address the research questions and increase the accuracy of
memory recall. Findings of Belacchi and Artuso (2018) posited thematic organization of
semantic working memory (WM) accuracy varied less compared to taxonomic organization
across age-groups (18-85). Thematically grouped concepts were horizontal and contextdependent, allowing for more intuitive and experience-based connections, whereas taxonomical
information was hierarchical and independent of space and time. Recall results of 60 words in
sets of increasing spans revealed that participants given thematic associations, versus taxonomic
or no associations, had less variance across age-groups. Significantly, the results also revealed
the importance of PPP field experiences and internships on WM, suggesting such experiences are
more accurately recalled across age-groups. Moreover, Hartshorne and Makovski (2019) found a
clear improvement in long-term memory (LTM) for items maintained longer in WM; an effect
that scaled with duration of maintenance. Related to this study, fieldwork provided context-based
experiences that improved memory recall when compared to taxonomic information (i.e.,
coursework) alone; increasing the likelihood participants provided more accurate depictions of
such experiences. Implication, the experience criterion was set to increase recall accuracy of
thematic and taxonomic information. Participants with three or less years of experience likely
possessed better recall of PPP components in- and outside of fieldwork (i.e., coursework
requirements, principal licensure assessment means), strengthening the validity of both
quantitative and qualitative measures.
Sampling Strategies
The sampling strategy was best described by Collins et al. (2006) as a nested design in
which participants used in one-phase of the study represent a sub-set of those chosen for the
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other phase of study. For example, the quantitative survey was administered to the full sample
size, whereas the case study utilized a smaller sub-set of the total participants. Influenced by
theoretical sampling, an approach directed toward the development of concepts and theories that
utilized data analyses to decide which data to collect next (Conlon et al., 2020), a nested design
allowed the researcher to develop emerging themes and identify conceptual boundaries
(Charmaz, 2014). Moreover, the quantitative survey was administered using criterion sampling.
To best address the research questions, the survey was only administered to participants who met
specific study criteria. Additionally, the researcher selected participants for the qualitative subset using stratified purposeful sampling. Due to variants among PPP course- and fieldwork
designs and requirements, degrees of effectiveness, and principal licensure assessment means, a
stratified purposeful sampling was needed to illustrate subgroups and facilitate comparisons
(Miles & Huberman, 1994; Creswell & Poth, 2016). This sampling approach allowed the
researcher to generalize findings across subgroups in terms of identifying essential elements of
PPP field experiences and internships that contributed most to principal effectiveness.
Sample Size
The quantitative survey yielded a total population of 23 participants (N = 23) across three
school districts; one per target state. Specifically, 35% of participants (n = 8) were principals in
Louisiana, 22% in West Virginia (n = 5), and 43% in North Carolina (n = 10). Moreover, despite
other available gender indicators, 26% (n = 6) of participants identified as male, and 74% (n =
17) as female. Furthermore, the average age of participants was 45 with the majority having
earned a master’s degree (83%); held three years of principalship experience (78%); previously
served as an assistant principal (83%); lead a public school (100%); lead an elementary school
(83%); attended a traditional PPP (92%); engaged in both field experiences and internships over
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one academic year (44%); and rated the overall effectiveness of their PPP fieldwork as effective
or strongly effective (92%). A summation of the full sample demographic data was provided in
Table 3.2.
To address the research questions and exemplify the nested design, the qualitative aspects
of study expanded upon the quantitative aspect, specifically its bounding criterion sampling. By
employing stratified purposeful sampling, a resulting list of qualifying subgroup participants was
derived from the full sample. Descriptive data concerning participant willingness to partake in
phase two was listed in Table 3.3. Furthermore, the stratified purposeful sampling strategy aided
in the selection of three qualifying participants: one per target state. Capitalizing from participant
willingness, two participants were selected as a direct result of their survey responses. Both
individuals, one from North Carolina and the other West Virginia, were the only participants to
respond “yes” for phase two participation. Additionally, to select the final participant, the
researcher utilized three of the six “maybe” responses. Only responses provided by Louisiana
principals were considered to meet the study’s previously outlined parameters (i.e., participant
criteria). Each qualifying participant was sent a follow-up email that provided a detailed
explanation of phase two activities and time commitments. The phase two description email can
be found in Appendix E. Through such process, one of three participants (33%) agreed to phase
two participation.
Table 3.2. Full Sample Demographic Data Summation Table
Total Number of Participants:

23
Age Averages*

Range
Mean
Median
Multimodal
34-71
45
45
35, 36, 42, 45, 53
Notes: Age averages concern 22/23 participants; a response rate of 96%; Phase two
participation percentages concern 18/23 participants; a response rate of 79%.
(table cont’d.)
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Measure

Component

Number of
Participants
6
17
19
4
2
3
18
19
4
23
19
1
3
21
1
1
6
7
10
2

Gender

Percent of
Participants
26
74
83
17
8
13
79
83
17
100
83
4
13
92
4
4
26
30
44
8

Male
Female
Education
Master’s
Doctorate
Principal Experience
1 Year
2 Years
3 Years
Assistant Principal
Yes
Experience
No
School Classification
Public
School Level
Elementary
Middle
Other
PPP Type
Traditional
Alternative
Other
Fieldwork Type
Field Experiences
Internships
Both
Fieldwork Duration
Less than One
Semester
One Semester
3
13
One Academic Year
10
44
More than One
8
35
Academic Year
Fieldwork
Somewhat Effective
2
8
Effectiveness
Effective
12
52
Strongly Effective
9
40
Phase Two
Yes
2
56
Participation**
No
10
11
Maybe
6
33
Notes: Age averages concern 22/23 participants; a response rate of 96%; Phase two
participation percentages concern 18/23 participants; a response rate of 79%.
Table 3.3. Phase Two Participant Willingness Data
Louisiana

North
Carolina
10

West
Virginia
5

Number of
8
Responses
Notes: Percent of participants concern a “full” sample size of 18.
(table cont’d.)
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Total
18

Percent of
Participants
79

Louisiana

North
Carolina
1

West
Virginia
1

Responded
0
YES
Responded
3
0
3
MAYBE
Notes: Percent of participants concern a “full” sample size of 18.

Total
2

Percent of
Participants
11*

6

33*

In summary, the qualitative subgroup yielded a total population of 3 participants (N = 3)
across three school districts; one per target state. Specifically, 100% of participants identified as
female; earned a master’s degree; had three years of principalship experience; led public
elementary schools; and attended a traditional PPP. Furthermore, the average age of participants
was 34.5 with the majority (67%) having previously served as an assistant principal; engaged in
field experiences or internships for more than one academic year; and rated the overall
effectiveness of their PPP fieldwork as effective. A summation of subgroup demographic data
was provided in Table 3.4. Subsequently, a comparison of school site demographic data was
found in Table 3.5.
Table 3.4. Subgroup Demographic Data Summation Table

Age:
Gender:
Education:
Principal
Experience:
Assistant Principal
Prior:
School Location:
School
Classification:
School Level:
Principal
Preparation Type:
(table cont’d.)

Participant A
N/A
Female
Master’s
3 Years

Participant B
35
Female
Master’s
3 Years

Participant C
34
Female
Master’s
3 Years

No

Yes

Yes

Louisiana
Public

North Carolina
Public

West Virginia
Public

Elementary
Traditional

Elementary
Traditional

Elementary
Traditional
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Principal
Preparation
Fieldwork Type:
Duration of
Fieldwork:
Effectiveness of
Fieldwork:

Both field
experiences and
internships.
More than 1
academic year.
Effective

Internships

Field Experiences

One academic year.

More than 1
academic year.
Effective

Strongly Effective

Table 3.5. School Site Demographic Data
Louisiana

North Carolina

West Virginia

School
Public
Public
Public
Classification
School Level
Elementary (PK-5)
Elementary (PK-5)
Elementary (PK-2)
Title I Status
Yes
Yes
No
Student
508
405
261
Population
*Student
Race
%
Race
%
Race
%
Demographics White
13 White
24
White
84.3
Two+ Races
1
Two+ Races
10
Two+ Races
5.4
Hispanic/Latino
18 Hispanic/Latino
12
Hispanic/Latino 5.0
Black
62 Black
50
Black
4.2
Asian or Pacific
5
Asian or Pacific
2
Asian or Pacific 1.1
Islander
Islander
Islander
American
1
American
2
American
0
Native/Alaskan
Native/Alaskan
Native/Alaskan
Gender
Gender
Gender
Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Female
51%
49%
49%
51%
53%
47%
Notes: Student demographic data concern 2020-2021 enrollment numbers (NCES, 2021).
Data Sources
Aligned with mixed methods design, both quantitative and qualitative data were collected. Four
data sources addressed the questions presented in this study and were embedded throughout the
reported findings. Sources included a quantitative survey, qualitative interviews, observations,
and school performance scores (SPSs). All quantitative data were organized and stored utilizing
Qualtrics, while all qualitative materials were organized and coded manually.
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First Data Source
The primary data source for this study was the quantitative survey (see Appendix A).
Previously discussed, the quantitative aspect of study consisted of a survey that captured
demographic and descriptive data across three sections. The first section required participants to
provide demographic data (i.e., age, PPP type, years of experience). The second section was
designed encompassing Grissom and Loeb (2011) five broad domains of principalship:
instructional management, organizational management, internal relations, external relations, and
administrative duties. Additionally, domain-specific activities, also referred as essential
elements, were listed to measure participant degree of engagement during PPP field experiences
or internships. Lastly, the third section of the survey required participants to rate the overall
effectiveness of their PPP field experiences or internships by first, ranking the domains by most
impacted to least; 1 as most impacted through 5 as least. Second, participants were required to
list which activities under the identified most impacted domain are essential for principal
effectiveness. To collect such data, an electronic Qualtrics survey encompassing Appendix A
was developed and emailed to one school district per target state (Louisiana, North Carolina, and
West Virginia).
Second Data Source
Utilizing a subgroup of participants hereafter, the secondary data source concerned
interview question responses. As noted in Appendix B, interview questions addressed integration
of identified essential elements throughout PPP field experiences and internships; identified how
essential elements (i.e., domain-specific activities) contributed to principal effectiveness;
identified which domains and corresponding activities occupy majority of principalship routine;
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addressed PPP fieldwork alignment to principalship reality; and rated PPP fieldwork as effective
or ineffective.
Third Data Source
The third data source consisted of participant observations. Observations were conducted
to measure the duration participants engaged in domain-specific activities as outlined in Table
2.7. Specifically, the researcher recorded the start and end time of each participant action (i.e.,
emails, classroom observations). Such fieldnotes were then assessed and organized utilizing an
observation categorization of domain-specific activities chart, capturing each domain-specific
activity occurrence and corresponding minutes of engagement (duration). The observation
categorization of domain-specific activities chart can be found in Appendix C.
Fourth Data Source
The fourth data source demonstrated SPSs during participant principalship. SPS, heavily
influenced by standardized testing data, was analyzed to corroborate principal effectiveness
measures in consideration of current accountability practices. Such data was public record and
available on the public domain. Furthermore, such data points signified the participant
experience criterion of at least one year, as at the time of data collection (Fall, 2021), “current”
SPS reflected the previous academic year.
Data Collection Timeline. To chronologically assign the copious amount of data, the
researcher developed a data collection timeline which encapsulated each data source and its
corresponding timely collection and analysis. The data collection timeline was captured in Table
3.6.
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Table 3.6. Data Collection Timeline
Study
Aspect:
Recruit
Participants

Data
Collection

Timeline:
August –
September

October

State(s)
Involved:
ALL

Location:
Remote

ALL

Remote

Description of Activity:
Recruit and gain research
approval from at least one
public-school district in each
target state.
Distribute electronic survey to
one approved public-school
district in each target state.
Select qualifying participant
subgroup for interview and
observation.

LA

November

Data
Analysis

Defense of
Results

LA

WV/NC

Remote

Louisiana participant virtual
interview.
Louisiana participant
observation.
West Virginia participant
virtual interview.

Remote

North Carolina participant
virtual interview.

WV

West Virginia participant
observation.
North Carolina participant
observation.
Analyze and report survey
data.
Analyze and report interview
data.
Analyze and report
observation data.
Implications and final edits.

December

NC

NC

January

ALL

Remote

February

ALL

Remote

March

ALL

Remote

April

ALL

Remote

Dissertation defense and
corresponding requirements.
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Procedures
The Survey
To distribute the quantitative survey, the researcher had to self-identify lists of potential
participants for two of the three school districts (67%). To initiate such a process, the researcher
employed the following generalized procedure. First, the researcher accessed official district
websites. Second, lists of affiliated schools were located. Third, individual school websites were
accessed to retrieve principal contact information. The second and third steps were repeated in a
back-and-forth manner until all emails of targeted participants were gathered. Fourth, utilizing
the list of collected principal emails, the researcher sent a survey recruitment email modified to
include district-specific information (i.e., name, relationship) which contained the link to the
Qualtrics survey. The survey recruitment email template was provided in Appendix F. Due to the
sheer volume of schools per district and time constraints associated with the complex recruitment
process, it was at this point during the study, the researcher narrowed the scope of interest to
elementary school principals. This procedure was conducted twice, accounting for one school
district in Louisiana and West Virginia. Descriptive data of the above process was provided in
Table 3.7. Furthermore, the rejection of participation and lack of response from North Carolina,
coupled with the unique use of a “contact,” resulted in the researcher not being directly involved
in participant identification and recruitment. Specifically, the researcher sent the survey
recruitment email to the person of contact who then forwarded the information to qualifying
principals. Through such process, no descriptive data was provided to the researcher on such
topics.
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Table 3.7. Survey Recruitment Descriptive Data

Louisiana
North Carolina
West Virginia

Survey Requests
53

Survey Responses
8
N/A
5

22

Response Rate
15%
23%

The Interview
Interviews were conducted via Zoom at participant selected dates and times. To provide
structure to such process, the researcher employed the following generalized procedure. Prior to
each interview, the researcher fulfilled two prerequisites. First, participant survey responses were
printed and used for reference and corroboration purposes. Second, secured Zoom links were
emailed 5-minutes preceding the scheduled meeting time. To ensure participant confidentiality
and research security, Zoom permissions were enabled, requiring the researcher to manually
“admit” participants into the virtual meeting. Additionally, during interview openings, the
researcher utilized the following generalized procedure. First, the participant was thanked for
their volunteered time and efforts. Second, the researcher introduced themselves, ensuring to
mention name, associated institution, purpose of study/interview, and district proximity. Third,
the researcher requested permission to record the meeting. After verbal permission was obtained,
the researcher started recording the meeting. Lastly, the researcher discussed the previously
completed survey in two ways. First, the researcher reminded the participant of the domainranking scale they provided, most impacted to least. However, to increase corroborative efforts,
participants were then asked which domain-specific activities under the identified most impacted
domain were essential for principal effectiveness. This process was done without review
therefore, to increase recall accuracy, a list of domain-specific activities was displayed
concerning the identified most impacted domain. This processed allowed the researcher to
compare previously listed essential activities (i.e., survey) against what was stated orally.
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After participants were reorientated to the purpose of study through review of the survey,
the researcher asked the interview questions in order as detailed on the qualitative interview
protocol (Appendix B). Given the semi-structured design, the researcher was provided the
opportunity to go off-script when necessary. For example, if a participant needed clarification on
or an example expressing the parameters of a particular question, the researcher had the freedom
to do so. Once the last interview question was answered, the recording was stopped. In closing,
the researcher thanked the participant for their time, asked if there were any questions, answered
questions as needed, and ended the meeting. All recordings were stored virtually utilizing
security of data measures required by the affiliated institution of the researcher.
The Observation
Observations were conducted in person, as such the researcher had to travel via airplane
to two of the target states (67%). In both cases, the researcher utilized a Thursday for travel and
the following Friday for observation. Whereas in Louisiana, the researcher was in driving
proximity which allowed for greater availability. This observation took place on a Tuesday.
During the observations, the researcher followed the participant while recording the start and end
time of every action. To ensure consistency, the researcher utilized fieldnotes from
approximately 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM, despite any earlier arrival or later departure times.
Immediately following the observation, fieldnotes were assessed and organized utilizing an
observation categorization of domain-specific activities chart, capturing domain-specific activity
occurrences and corresponding minutes of engagement (duration). These measures allowed the
researcher to assess which domain and corresponding activities consumed most of principalship
responsibility while also comparing principalship reality to preparation efforts.
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Data Analysis
The data analysis process concerned both quantitative and qualitative data, addressing all
components within the mixed methods design. The quantitative survey data were analyzed in two
ways. First, demographic data (i.e., age, school setting, PPP type) were analyzed using Qualtrics
reports of frequency distribution, describing the various measures of central tendencies (i.e.,
median, mode). Second, domain-specific activity engagement and perceived PPP field
experience/internship effectiveness were analyzed using Qualtrics descriptive statistics reports.
Additionally, the qualitative interview data were analyzed utilizing open coding (Saldaña, 2021).
Specifically, a manual analytic approach was utilized to develop themes, code concepts, codes,
and capture code instances, consistent with open coding analysis. A detailed description of
results can be found in Table 3.8. Moreover, the observation data were analyzed via sorting, in
which observed activities were listed and later categorized by domain and corresponding
activities. Lastly, a cross-case analysis of the collective case study data was employed.
Codes
Embedded within Table 3.8. were emerging codes developed in the second phase of
study, how such codes were clustered and determined code concepts, as well as how coded
concepts were labeled as themes. Significance, during transcript analysis, codes were developed
and then clustered to determined code concepts. Furthermore, code concepts were then analyzed
to develop themes. As noted in Table 3.8., two themes emerged from the data, field experience
or internship description and efficacy. Across themes, five code concepts were generated. Under
the theme concerning field experience or internship description, three code concepts emerged:
classification, domain engagement, and domain-specific activity engagement. Additionally,
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under the theme concerning field experience or internship efficacy, two code concepts emerged:
benefits and preparedness.
Table 3.8. Themes, Code Concepts, Codes, and Code Instances
Themes

Code
Concepts

Codes

Field Experience/Internship
Description

Classification

Enrollment Status
Field Experience
Internship
Face-to-Face
Online
Time/Length
Role
Instructional Management
Organizational Management
Internal Relations
External Relations
Administrative Duties
Using Data
Develop Education Plan
Program Evaluation
Teacher Evaluation
Classroom Observation
School Meetings
Professional Development
Curriculum Evaluation
Coach Teachers
Supplemental Programs
Release Teachers
Outside Selected Domain
Contextualized
Transferable
Applicable
Adequately prepared to
tackle principalship
demands.
Somewhat prepared to
tackle principalship
demands.
Not prepared to tackle
principalship demands.

Domain
Engagement

DomainSpecific
Activity
Engagement

Field Experience/Internship
Efficacy

Benefits

Preparedness
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Code
Instances
1
2
3
6
2
10
3
5
3
3
3
7
2
6
17
8
4
3
6
2
9
6
3
2
2

1

Cross-Case Analysis
Additionally, a cross-case analysis was essential in discerning contaminating differences
among the individual cases and identifying how such differences do not plausibly undermine the
presumed multiple-case findings (Yin & Campbell, 2018). Therefore, the cross-case analysis
consisted of two strategies. First, a within-case analysis was conducted for each case, followed
by a holistic analysis of all cases. Holistic analysis concerned the case contextuality, orientation
(i.e., bounded system), resistance to reductionism and elementalism, and relatively
noncomparable outside the phenomenon (Stake, 1995). Such analyses allowed the researcher to
initiate a thematic analysis across cases to categorize assertions and interpretations of meaning of
the identified essential elements of PPP field experiences and internships. Moreover, qualitative
interview data were analyzed using categorical aggregation to establish themes or patterns
addressing the research questions. Consequently, collected data revealed which and how domainspecific activities provided by PPP field experiences and internships contributed to principal
effectiveness. Lastly, observation data allowed the researcher to measure the degree of
reflectivity between Grissom and Loeb (2011) domains of principalship and principalship reality
as well as corroborate participant responses. Specifically, the researcher was able to compare
participant perceptions of average daily engagement with domain-specific activities as noted by
survey or interview responses, to actual exhibition observed over one workday (i.e., 6 hours),
increasing reliability and validity of findings.
Positionality Statement
Positionality referred to how one sees the world through their own experiences, beliefs, and
cultural traditions, adding context to the decisions made during research (Coghlan & BrydonMiller, 2014). Stating such positions directly increased trust between the reader and
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interpretation of findings. As the researcher, I collected and analyzed both the quantitative and
qualitative data. Therefore, I identified a reflexivity when the researcher moves from the position
of an outsider to the position of an insider throughout the study (Berger, 2015). For example, I
was an outsider in terms of applying essential leadership skills acquired from PPP field
experiences or internships to principalship, as at the time of study, I had never been a principal.
However, that positionality shifted the school year following data collection as I accepted a
position as Assistant Principal. Moreover, my position also shifted to that of an insider during the
qualitative interview as I have completed a PPP that required an internship. This position could
have potentially influenced how I interacted with similar- and opposed-experienced participants.
Additionally, I have resided, completed an education (i.e., teacher, principal) program, and been
employed in two of the target states, Louisiana and West Virginia, which influenced the
geographic scope of study. This geographic limitation is significant to the researcher as future
implications could have positive effects on PPPs and whole-school improvement efforts in both
target states, creating personal gratification.
Lastly, as a TFA Corps Member alumnus, I have taught in both traditional public and
charter schools. Corps members commit to teaching for two years in a low-income community,
where they are employed by local schools and confront both the challenges and joys of
expanding opportunities for kids (Teach For America, 2020). This is relevant to the current study
in that charter networks, common TFA partners, often utilized alternative pathways to train
school leaders and teachers. For example, IDEA Public Schools, a charter management
organization (CMO) and TFA partner, developed a principal in residence (PIR) program. The
PIR program placed potential school leaderships under the mentorship of a proven effective
principal within the CMO. The length of the program varied from one to three years, depending
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upon PIR performance and network need, in which the role of principalship transitions from
observer to facilitator. Upon successful completion of the program, principal candidates were
eligible to apply for principalship at another location within the CMO (IDEA Public Schools,
n.d.). The PIR program did not however result in state certification; therefore, principal
candidates must work for the CMO if principalship was desired. As someone who has navigated
charter school teaching and intensive principal application processes, I must acknowledge my
preference for traditional public schools and PPPs that result in state approved principal
licensure. Such positions could have influenced how I interpreted the effectiveness of alternative
pathways to principalship.
Limitations and Delimitations
The limitations of this study encompassed common concerns of case study research such as
rigor, generalizability, level of effort, and comparability (Yin & Campbell, 2018). Limitations
were potential weaknesses usually out of the researcher’s control and closely associated with the
chosen research design, statistical analysis, funding, or other restricting factors (Theofanidis &
Fountouki, 2018). Study specific, geographic location criteria, sample size, participant
perception differences concerning domain-specific activity engagement and effectiveness during
fieldwork, personality traits, experience of the researcher, and length of observations are known
limitations. For example, the geographical limitation of the study reduced generalizability
outside of the southeast region of the US. Additionally, the researcher could not control which
local school districts and their affiliated school principals agreed to participate in either the first
or second phase of study. Moreover, the researcher could not account for differences among
participant perceptions concerning degree of engagement or effectiveness of domain-specific
activities across PPP field experiences and internships (i.e., participants may rate similarly for
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field experience/internship engagement but differently for effectiveness). Furthermore,
personality traits (i.e., resilient) have may influenced measurable (i.e., education level, SPS) and
unmeasurable (i.e., in-the-moment decision making) indicators which cannot be separated from
PPP field experiences or internship effects. Such limitations produced underlying themes from
collected data, versus discovering absolute truths. Lastly, as this document serves record of the
researcher’s first study, a lack of experience should be noted when critiquing its entirety. In
correlation, limited funding and career-related responsibilities restricted the researcher to only
one observation, or approximately 6 hours, per target state.
In addition to limitations imposed by the study design, global limitations resulting from
the COVID-19 pandemic greatly impacted this research. For example, school districts may have
been less likely to respond and/or accept study recruitment due to the teacher shortage that was
exacerbated by the pandemic. Constant concern ensuring classrooms were fully staffed
understandably reduced willingness to engage in outside efforts. This ideology also applied to
participant willingness to engage in phase two of study, as principals may have been more
concerned with assigning classroom coverage, especially when little to no substitutes were
available. Additionally, schools operated under changing state and/or district defined COVID
guidelines which influenced instructional practices, classroom operations, and student
achievement outcomes (i.e., SPS). To ensure public safety, the researcher was COVID tested
within at least three days of each observation. Despite being fully vaccinated and obedient of
current CDC guidelines, the researcher tested positive during data collection which resulted in a
10-day quarantine, halting all data collection efforts. Moreover, since the 2019-2020 school year,
the onset of the pandemic, SPSs have been modified or not reported due to initial state
standardized testing cancellations and later waivers. This limitation directly impacted
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corroboration efforts as principal effectiveness has been defined and measured as improving
student test scores, reflected in the SPS. Without accurate school performance data, the reliability
of this principal effectiveness measure is reduced.
Delimitations of this study concerned the theoretical background, objectives, research
questions, variables under analysis, and sample; previously discussed in detail. Delimitations
were the boundaries or limits set by the researcher to ensure the study’s objectives were
achievable (Theofanidis & Fountouki, 2018). By acknowledging the subjective reality of
constructivist assumptions and data collection flexibility of a mixed methods design, setting case
boundaries increased the likelihood that collected data adequately addressed the research
questions, strengthening both reliability and validity of the study.
Summary
In this chapter, a review of the key terms, theoretical frameworks, central research question and
sub questions, specifics of the research design, and setting and context were detailed first;
essential study elements second. Specifically, through situational and transformational leadership
theoretical lenses, the study utilized a nested design with criterion and stratified purposeful
sampling, resulting in a full sample of 23 participants for the quantitative aspect of study, and 3
participants for the qualitative aspects. Moreover, the researcher collected quantitative data
measuring the degree of engagement concerning domain-specific activities integrated within PPP
fieldwork, the resulting impact of such engagement, as well as overall PPP fieldwork
effectiveness correlating to principal success via electronic Qualtrics survey. Additionally,
utilizing the subgroup, the researcher expanded upon participant survey responses via qualitative
semi-structured interviews, followed by a one-day observation, to discern how domain-specific
activities were integrated within PPP fieldwork and the resulting impact; which domain and
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corresponding activities occupy most of daily principalship routine; alignment between PPP
fieldwork and principalship reality; and overall PPP fieldwork effectiveness. Such datapoints
were analyzed electronically (i.e., Qualtrics reports) and manually (i.e., open coding). Lastly, the
positionality statement, limitations, and delimitations of the study followed. In Chapter Four, I
highlighted the results of the study and themes that emerged from the results.
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Chapter 4. Results
In this chapter, the researcher presented findings from comprehensive data collection measures
and analyses that identified essential elements of field experiences and internships provided by
PPPs that significantly impacted and contributed to principal effectiveness. Additionally,
revealing data discerned the degree Grissom and Loeb (2011) domains of principalship were
integrated within principal preparation fieldwork; identified executed domain-specific activities
during principal preparation fieldwork; described how the integration of identified domainspecific activities contributed to principal effectiveness; and compared domain and domainspecific activity degrees of engagement between principal preparation fieldwork and
principalship.
Introduction
Such datapoints were necessary as current accountability standards, first introduced and later
modified by NCLB legislation, continued to place immense pressure on school leaders. Coupled
with the ever-changing landscape of education, public school districts increasingly required
principal candidates who were equipped with the skills necessary to step into the campus
leadership position with minimal on-the-job training (Parylo et al., 2012). This lack of induction
was problematic and provided the purpose of this study. Below are the results of the collected
and analyzed data.
Themes
Further inspection of interview data, specifically field experience or internship description code
instances, revealed that participants mostly discussed concepts of time and length concerning the
classification code concept. These data points helped participants bound their experience
according to the researcher’s operational definitions. This was noteworthy because there were no
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universal operational definitions for either field experience or internship as related to principal
preparation. For example, a PPP may have offered a residency program in which principal
candidates engaged in a fulltime commitment working under an effective principal. This
residency program would be defined as an internship as it related to this study. It could have
been such label differences that caused participants to emphasize fieldwork time and length.
Additionally, the data revealed that most of the dialogue concerned the instructional management
domain, with internal relations following, and organizational management, external relations,
and administrative duties equally ranked last. These data points helped corroborate quantitative
survey data and participant responses. When comparing the two, instructional management
continued to be highlighted as an essential component. Moreover, the top three codes discussed
under the instructional management domain activities were conducting classroom observations,
utilizing school meetings to enhance school goals, and developing a coherent educational
program; a 67% match to the quantitative survey data.
Central Research Question
The central research question that anchored this study investigated essential elements of PPP
field experiences and internships that contributed most to principal effectiveness. First, to
identify essential domains, the quantitative survey highlighted which domains of principalship
(Grissom & Loeb, 2011) were impacted most by PPP field experiences or internships. For
example, participants were required to rank the domains from “most impacted” to least; 1 as
most impacted through 5 as least. Meaning, participants had to rank associated domains
implemented by their individual PPP fieldwork, from having the most impact on principal
effectiveness, to the least. As such, 16.7% of participants ranked instructional management as
most impacted, 33.3% organizational management, 27.8% internal relations, 0% external
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relations, and 22.2% administrative duties. Significance, participants suggested that PPP
fieldwork activities categorized under organizational management contributed most to principal
effectiveness, followed by internal relations. The full most impacted domain ranking dataset was
found in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1. Full Most Impacted Domain Ranking Dataset
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
*Participants
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
#
%
Domains Instructional
3 11.67 6 33.33 7 38.89 2 11.11 0
0
Management
Organizational
6 33.33 3 16.67 5 27.78 4 22.22 0
0
Management
Internal
5 27.78 3 16.67 3 16.67 7 38.89 0
0
Relations
External
0
0
1
5.56
0
0
3 16.67 14 77.78
Relations
Administrative
4 22.22 5 27.78 3 16.67 2 11.11 4 22.22
Duties
Notes: Participant numbers and percentages concern 18/23 participants; a response rate of
79%.
Second, identifying domain-specific activities essential for principal effectiveness, the
survey results revealed that 65% of participants indicated that using data to inform instruction
was essential, the highest ranked activity under the instructional management domain. Additional
top ranked domain-specific activities per domain included developing a safe school environment
(57%); developing relationships with students (52%); working with the local community (43%);
and managing school schedules (35%). A detailed list of essential domain-specific activities was
presented in Table 4.2.
Table 4.2. Essential Domain-Specific Activities
Domain
Instructional
Management
(table cont’d.)

Highest Ranked
Activity
Use data to inform
instruction.

Percent of
Additional Highly
Participants
Ranked Activities*
65
Conduct classroom
observations.
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Percent of
Participants
43

Domain

Highest Ranked
Activity

Percent of
Participants

Additional Highly
Percent of
Ranked Activities*
Participants
Develop a coherent
30
educational program.
Formally evaluate
30
teachers.
Organizational Develop a safe
57
Manage budgets and
35
Management school
resources.
environment.
Deal with concerns
30
from staff.
Manage personal and
30
school schedules.
Internal
Develop
52
Communicate with
39
Relations
relationships with
parents.
students.
Counsel staff about
26
conflicts with other
staff.
Informally talk to
26
teachers about students.
External
Work with local
43
Communicate with
26
Relations
community.
district to obtain
resources.
Utilize district office
26
communications.
Administrative Manage school
35
Manage student
35
Duties
schedules.
discipline.
Fulfill special education
35
requirements.
Notes: Additional highly ranked activities concern top three highest ranked activities per
domain, unless tied, in which four activities were listed.
Lastly, to define and corroborate principal effectiveness as “the ability of the principal to
affect changes in student test scores” (Levine, 2005; Fuller & Hollingsworth, 2014; Pannell et al.
2015, p.13), SPSs of the subgroup were provided in Table 4.3. Due to state level reporting
differences, SPSs were reported for two of the three target states (67%). The participating West
Virginia school was classified as a primary school, in which only grades PreK-2 were housed. As
such, these students were not required to state test which resulted in the absence of a SPS (West
Virginia Department of Education, n.d.).
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Table 4.3. Historical School Performance Score Data
Year:
Measure:

2017-2018
Numeric Letter
Score
Grade
70
C
54
D

2018-2019
2019-2020*
2020-2021**
Numeric Letter Numeric Letter Numeric Letter
Score
Grade
Score
Grade
Score
Grade
SPS: LA
75
B
75
B
60
C
NC
49
F
N/A
19
N/A
WV
N/A
Notes: Resulting from the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, all schools closed, and state
standardized testing cancelled; Continued effects of the COVID-19 pandemic, State waivers
modified SPS criteria and reporting.
Sub Question One
To investigate the preparedness of principal candidates regarding essential leadership
skills acquired during field experiences and internships, it was important to first discern current
PPP fieldwork practices and their effects. To measure, the researcher utilized an electronic
survey framed around Grissom and Loeb (2011) five broad domains that captured corresponding
activities of effective principal actions, as previously detailed throughout this report. As a result,
the researcher discovered that most participants’ PPP fieldwork included activities categorized
under administrative duties (77%), followed by internal relations (73%). Additionally,
instructional (69%) and organizational (68%) management were both ranked similarly regarding
degree of engagement. Whereas external relations (57%) was ranked lowest. The overall average
of agree and strongly agree responses per domain was located in Table 4.4.
Table 4.4. Agree and Strongly Agree Domain Engagement Averages
Domain

Calculated Points

Total Possible Points

Average

Instructional Management
Organizational Management
Internal Relations
External Relations
Administrative Duties

899.9
541
513.5
228.6
615

1300
800
700
400
800

69%
68%
73%
57%
77%
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Sub Question Two
In addition to identifying degree of engagement per domain, it was important to discover
which domain-specific activities were being implemented and the resulting effects. First, the
survey revealed that under the instructional management domain, participants indicated that PPP
fieldwork required them to use data to inform instruction (90.9%); develop a coherent
educational program (77.3%); use assessment results for program evaluation (90.9%); utilize
school meetings to enhance school goals (81.8%); and implement professional developments
(77.3%). Second, under the organizational management domain, PPP fieldwork required
participants to develop a safe school environment (77.3%) and manage personal and school
related schedules (90.9%). Third, under the internal relations domain, PPP fieldwork required
participants to develop relationships with students (95.5%); communicate with parents (77.2%);
and attend school activities (81.8%). Fourth, under the external relations domain, PPP fieldwork
required participants to work with the local community (76.2%). Lastly, under the administrative
duties domain, PPP fieldwork required participants to manage school schedules, student
discipline, and supervise students (85%) as well as fulfill compliance requirements/paperwork,
implement standardized tests, and manage student services and attendance related activities
(75%). Significance, 75% or more of participants agreed or strongly agreed that their PPP
fieldwork required engagement concerning the above domain-specific activities. Specifically, the
highest ranked activities among each domain included using data to inform instruction as well as
using assessment results for program evaluation (90.9%) under the instructional management
domain; managing personal and school related schedules (90.9%) under the organizational
management domain; developing relationships with students (95.5%) under the internal relations
domain; working with the local community (76.2%) under the external relations domain; and
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managing school schedules, student discipline, and supervise students (85%) under the
administrative duties domain. The full domain-specific activity agree and strongly agree dataset
was provided in Table 4.5.
Table 4.5. Domain-Specific Activity Agree and Strongly Agree Dataset
Domain

Participant
Activity
Response
Rate
Instructional
96%
Use data to inform instruction.
Management
Develop a coherent educational
program.
Use assessment results for
program evaluation.
Formally evaluate teachers.
Conduct classroom
observations.
Utilize school meetings to
enhance school goals.
Plan professional development
for teachers.
Implement professional
developments.
Evaluate curriculum.
Informally coach teachers.
Direct supplementary, afterschool or summer programs.
Release/counsel out teachers.
Plan professional development
for prospective curriculum.
Organizational
96%
Develop a safe school
Management
environment.
Deal with concerns from staff.
Manage budgets and resources.
Hire personnel.
Manage personal and school
related schedules.
Maintain campus facilities.
Manage non-instructional staff.
Network with other principals.
Internal
96%
Develop relationships with
Relations
students.
Communicate with parents.
(table cont’d.)
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Percent Percent
Total
Agree Strongly Percent
Agree
63.6
27.3
90.9
59.1
18.2
77.3
63.6

27.3

90.9

40.9
45.5

22.7
27.3

63.6
72.8

59.1

22.7

81.8

50

18.2

68.2

59.1

18.2

77.3

54.5
54.5
50

13.6
18.2
9.1

68.1
72.7
59.1

27.3
31.8

4.5
13.6

31.8
45.4

40.9

36.4

77.3

45.5
31.8
36.4
63.6

27.3
27.3
18.2
27.3

72.8
59.1
54.6
90.9

54.5
36.4
59.1
59.1

13.6
9.1
13.6
36.4

68.1
45.5
72.7
95.5

54.5

22.7

77.2

Domain

External
Relations

Administrative
Duties

Participant
Response
Rate

91%

87%

Activity

Attend school activities (i.e.,
sporting events).
Counsel students or parents.
Counsel staff about conflicts
with other staff.
Informally talk to teachers
about students.
Interact socially with staff.
Communicate with district to
obtain resources.
Work with local community.
Utilize district office
communications.
Fundraise.
Manage school schedules.
Manage student discipline.
Compliance requirements and
paperwork.
Implement standardized
testing.
Manage student services (i.e.,
records, reporting).
Supervise students (i.e., recess
duty).
Manage student attendance
related activities.
Special education
requirements.

Percent Percent
Total
Agree Strongly Percent
Agree
59.1
22.7
81.8
50
45.5

13.6
9.1

63.6
54.6

54.5

13.6

68.1

63.6
47.6

9.1
9.5

72.7
57.1

66.7
42.9

9.5
9.5

76.2
52.4

42.9
60
60
50

0
25
25
25

42.9
85
85
75

60

15

75

60

15

75

60

25

85

60

15

75

40

20

60

Sub Question Three
The third sub question distinguished how the integration of identified domain-specific
activities contributed to principal effectiveness. As such, interview data revealed that fieldwork,
whether field experiences or internships, were beneficial overall. The chief contributing factor
discussed was the contextualization of the experience, learning to be principal in an exact or
similar setting. Additionally, participants discussed the applicability and transferability of skills.
These data points indicated that the skills acquired during PPP fieldwork were beneficial,
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contributed to their effectiveness as principal, and were transferable to other similar positions
(i.e., public school principal vs. charter). Lastly, participant dialogue insinuated that overall PPP
fieldwork prepared candidates with the skills necessary to adequately tackle principalship
demands with minimal on-the-job training.
Sub Question Four
Furthermore, to compare principal preparation domain engagement against principalship
demand, the researcher employed a one-day observation (i.e., 6 hours) utilizing a subgroup. This
additional measure better determined if current PPP fieldwork practices were adequately
preparing principal candidates with the skills necessary to step into the position with minimal onthe-job training by comparing what was taught against what was applied. The observation data
revealed that on average, 38% of total observed minutes concerned activities categorized under
the instructional management domain; 3% under organizational management; 24% under internal
relations; 0% under external relations; and 28% under administrative duties. It is important to
note that lunch break minutes, which fell outside of given domain-specific activities, were
calculated into total observed minutes as were part of the one-day observation. As such, an
average of 7% of total minutes observed encompassed lunch breaks. These measures provided
interesting insights that future research could benefit.
For example, the full sample indicated that PPP fieldwork most impacted organizational
management (33.3%) skills thus, principal effectiveness. However, only an average of 3% total
observed minutes of the subgroup were of such domain-specific activities. Additionally, the full
sample indicated that PPP fieldwork most impacted instructional management (16.7%) skills and
principal effectiveness. However, an average of 38% total observed minutes of the subgroup
were of such domain-specific activities, more than double its perceived impact. Lastly, the full

100

sample and total observed minutes of the subgroup were comparable for internal relations (N =
27.8%, n = 24%), external relations (N = 0%, n = 0%), and administrative duties (N = 22.2%, n
= 28%). Detailed total observed minutes and percentage per domain, per participant was
provided in Table 4.6. As presented in Table 4.7., the average total observed minutes and
percentage per domain across the subgroup were listed.
Table 4.6. Total Observed Minutes and Percentage per Domain

Participant:
State:
Date of
Observation:
Total Observed
Minutes:

Duration of
Engagement:
Duration of
Engagement:
Duration of
Engagement:

Demographics
A
B
Louisiana
North Carolina
10/26/2021
12/10/2021
360
Degree of Domain Engagement
Instructional Management
Mins.
%
Mins.
%
245
68
50
14
Organizational Management
Mins.
%
Mins.
%
5
2
5
2
Internal Relations
Mins.
%
Mins.
%
0
0
180
50
External Relations

Duration of
Engagement:
Duration of
Engagement:
Duration of
Engagement:

C
West Virginia
11/19/2021

Mins.
115

%
31.9

Mins.
20

%
5.5

Mins.
75

%
21

Mins.
130

%
36.1

Mins.
20

%
5.5

Administrative
Duties

Lunch
Break

None Observed
Administrative Duties
Mins.
%
Mins.
%
80
22
95
26
Outside of Domains (Lunch)
Mins.
%
Mins.
%
30
8
30
8

Table 4.7. Average Total Observed Minutes and Percentage per Domain

Instructional
Management
(table cont’d.)

Organizational
Management

Domain
Internal
External
Relations
Relations
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Mins.
137

%
38

Mins.
10

%
3

Duration Average
Mins. % Mins. %
85
24
N/O

Mins.
102

%
28

Mins.
26

%
7

Sub Question Five
Moreover, to compare principal preparation domain-specific activity engagement against
principalship execution, the researcher utilized the one-day observation data. This additional
measure better determined if current PPP fieldwork practices were adequately integrating
domain-specific activities that prepared principal candidates with the skills necessary to step into
the position with minimal on-the-job training by comparing what was implemented against what
was applied. The observation data revealed that on average, of the 360 total observed minutes,
18% concerned using data to inform instruction; 18% conducting classroom observations; 2%
informally coaching teachers; 2% managing personal and school related schedules; 1%
networking with other principals; 21% developing relationships with students; 3% informally
talk to teachers about students; 2% managing school schedules; 3% managing student discipline;
21% completing compliance requirements and paperwork; 1% managing student services (i.e.,
records, reporting); 1% special education requirements; and 7% lunch break. Individual state
domain-specific activity engagement data was captured in Figure 4.1. It is important to note that
the vertical axis measuring percent represented 180 minutes, or 50% of total observed time. Such
bounds were justified as the highest numbers of observed minutes were 145, or 41%; using data
to inform instruction (LA) and developing relationships with students (NC).
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50
45
40
35
30
25
20
15
10
5
0

Louisiana

North Carolina

West Virginia

Figure 4.1. Percent of Observed Domain-Specific Activity Engagement
Summary
In Chapter Four, I reported the findings of the quantitative survey, qualitative semi-structured
interviews, and observations. As such, 16.7% of participants ranked instructional management as
most impacted by their PPP fieldwork, 33.3% organizational management, 27.8% internal
relations, 0% external relations, and 22.2% administrative duties. Significance, participants
suggested that PPP fieldwork activities categorized under organizational management
contributed most to principal effectiveness, followed by internal relations. Moreover, the survey
results revealed that 65% of participants indicated that using data to inform instruction was
essential to principal effectiveness, the highest ranked activity under the instructional
management domain. Furthermore, interview data revealed that fieldwork, whether field
experiences or internships, was beneficial overall. The chief contributing factor was
contextualization of the experience, learning to be principal in an exact or similar setting. In
addition, the observation data revealed that on average, 38% of total observed minutes concerned
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activities categorized under the instructional management domain; 3% under organizational
management; 24% under internal relations; 0% under external relations; and 28% under
administrative duties. Specifically, on average, of the 360 total observed minutes, 18%
concerned using data to inform instruction; 18% conducting classroom observations; 2%
informally coaching teachers; 2% managing personal and school related schedules; 1%
networking with other principals; 21% developing relationships with students; 3% informally
talk to teachers about students; 2% managing school schedules; 3% managing student discipline;
21% completing compliance requirements and paperwork; 1% managing student services (i.e.,
records, reporting); 1% special education requirements; and 7% lunch break. These measures
provided interesting insights that future research could benefit. Chapter Five consisted of further
discussion of findings and provided implications. Additionally, potential future and extended
research were discussed.
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Chapter 5. Discussion and Implications
The purpose of this study focused on an investigation of essential elements of PPP field
experiences and internships that contributed most to principal effectiveness. To holistically
address such a study topic, the researcher first identified participant perceptions of domain and
corresponding activity engagement throughout PPP fieldwork utilizing a Grissom and Loeb
(2011) framed quantitative survey. Second, the researcher identified how the integration of
identified domain-specific activities contributed to principal effectiveness through one-on-one
virtual interviews. Third, the researcher compared principal preparation domain and
corresponding activity engagement against principalship demand by employing a one-day
observation in which all principal actions were recorded, timed, and categorized. Lastly, to
measure principal effectiveness in relation to accountability standards (Levine, 2005; Fuller &
Hollingsworth, 2014; Pannell et al., 2015, p.13), the researcher reported SPSs for most
participants (67%). The findings from the collected and analyzed data revealed essential
elements of PPP field experiences and internships that contributed most to principal
effectiveness.
Introduction
The results of this study were imperative as the accountability movement has continued to place
immense pressure on school leaders, mainly from modified or residual NCLB legislation.
Additionally, with the ever-changing landscape of education and subsequent fluid State principal
preparation and certification practices, public school districts increasingly required principal
candidates who were equipped with the skills necessary to step into the campus leadership
position with minimal on-the-job training (Parylo et al, 2012). This lack of induction was elusive
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and reflected in boundless variations of PPP fieldwork design, implementation, and
effectiveness.
Discussion of Findings
To contain such variants, the researcher distributed an electronic Qualtrics survey to 23
participants who volunteered to participate. The survey results indicated that participants
perceived that the organizational management domain contributed most to principal
effectiveness. Followed by the internal relations, administrative duties, instructional
management, and external relations domains. Specifically, per domain, participants perceived
that using data to inform instruction, developing a safe school environment, developing
relationships with students, working with the local community, and managing school schedules
were all essential activities that contributed to principal effectiveness. A comparison of domain
and domain-specific activity ranking was provided in Table 5.1. As shown, there was a
discrepancy between participant perceptions of which domain contributed most to principal
effectiveness versus which domain-specific activity. For example, participants denoted that
overall, the organizational management domain contributed most to principal effectiveness, yet
responses also conveyed that using data to inform instruction was the most essential domainspecific activity, an activity under the instructional management domain. Despite such
discrepancies, the data revealed which domains and corresponding activities were perceived as
essential and contributed most to principal effectiveness.
Table 5.1. Domain and Domain-Specific Activity Comparison Table
Rank
1
2

Domain
Percent
Activity/Domain
Organizational Management
33.3
Use data to inform instruction
(OM)
(IM).
Internal Relations
27.8
Develop a safe school
(IR)
environment (OM).

106

Percent
65
57

3

Administrative Duties
(AD)
4
Instructional Management
(IM)
(table cont’d.)
Rank
5

Domain
External Relations
(ER)

22.2
16.7

Develop relationships with
students (IR).
Work with the local community
(ER).

Percent
Activity/Domain
0
Manage school related schedules
(AD).

52
43

Percent
35

Moreover, the survey allowed the researcher to measure current PPP fieldwork
opportunities for principal candidates to engage in domain-specific activities and the resulting
effects. As such, survey data highlighted up to three most engaged activities per domain. For
example, under the instructional management domain, participants indicated that PPP fieldwork
required them to mostly use data to inform instruction; use assessment results for program
evaluation; and utilize school meetings to enhance school goals. Second, under the
organizational management domain, PPP fieldwork required participants to manage personal and
school related schedules as well as develop a safe school environment. Third, under the internal
relations domain, PPP fieldwork required participants to develop relationships with students;
attend school activities; and communicate with parents, families, and caregivers. Fourth, under
the external relations domain, PPP fieldwork required participants to work with the local
community. Lastly, under the administrative duties domain, PPP fieldwork required participants
to manage school schedules, manage student discipline, and supervise students as well as fulfill
compliance requirements and paperwork, implement standardized tests, and manage student
services and attendance related activities. Furthermore, categorizing the above, most
participants’ PPP fieldwork included activities categorized under the administrative duties
domain, followed by the internal relations, instructional management, organizational
management, and external relations domains, respectfully. A detailed list of domain and
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corresponding activity degree of engagement during PPP fieldwork can be found in Table 5.2.
Measuring PPP fieldwork domain-specific activity engagement allowed the researcher to
categorize and compare such results against participant perceptions concerning essential domains
and corresponding activities that contributed most to principal effectiveness. As such, the
researcher discovered additional discrepancies. Specifically, participants indicated that
developing a safe school environment was the most essential activity under the organizational
management domain, yet PPP fieldwork domain-specific activity engagement data revealed an
emphasis on managing personal and school related schedules. Additionally, as previously noted,
participants ranked the organizational management domain as contributing most to principal
effectiveness, yet most PPP fieldwork activities were categorized under the administrative duties
domain. Despite such inconsistencies, the data revealed which domains and corresponding
activities were implemented within current PPP fieldwork opportunities and the resulting
perceived impact on principal effectiveness.
Table 5.2. PPP Fieldwork Domain and Domain-Specific Activity Engagement
Rank

Domain

Percent

1

Administrative Duties

77

2

Internal Relations

73

3

Instructional Management

69

4

Organizational Management

68

5

External Relations

57

Most Implemented Activities
• Manage school schedules.
• Manage student discipline.
• Supervise students.
• Develop relationships with
students.
• Use data to inform instruction.
• Use assessment results for
program evaluation.
• Manage personal and school
related schedules.
• Work with the local
community.

Percent
85
95.5
90.9
90.9
76.2

In addition, to distinguish how the integration of identified domain-specific activities
contributed to principal effectiveness, the researcher conducted interviews utilizing a semi-
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structured protocol. As such, the interview data revealed that fieldwork, whether field
experiences or internships, were beneficial overall. The chief contributing factor discussed was
the contextualization of the experience, learning to be principal in an exact or similar setting,
which directly correlated to the study’s SLT centered theoretical framework. Additionally,
participants discussed the applicability and transferability of skills. These data points indicated
that the skills acquired during PPP fieldwork were beneficial, contributed to their effectiveness
as principal, and were transferable to other similar positions (i.e., public school principal vs.
charter). Lastly, participant dialogue insinuated that overall PPP fieldwork prepared candidates
with the skills necessary to adequately tackle principalship demands with minimal on-the-job
training.
Furthermore, to compare principal preparation domain engagement against principalship
demand, the researcher employed a one-day observation. The observation data revealed that on
average, of the 360 total observed minutes, the majority concerned developing relationships with
students and completing compliance requirements and paperwork, followed by using data to
inform instruction and conducting classroom observations. Moreover, in descending order, the
remainder of observed minutes concerned managing student discipline, informally talking to
teachers about students, informally coaching teachers, managing personal and school related
schedules, managing school schedules, networking with other principals, managing student
services (i.e., records, reporting), and completing special education requirements. Moreover,
categorizing the above domain-specific activities, most of the total observed minutes concerned
activities categorized under the instructional management domain followed by the administrative
duties, internal relations, organizational management, and external relations domains,
respectfully. When compared to the survey data, participants indicated that the organizational
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management domain contributed most to principal effectiveness. However, only an average of
3% total observed minutes were of such domain-specific activities. Additionally, the full sample
indicated that PPP fieldwork most impacted instructional management skills but an average of
38% total observed minutes were of such domain-specific activities, more than double its
perceived impact. Lastly, the full sample and total observed minutes of the subgroup were
comparable for the internal relations, external relations, and administrative duties domains.
Significance, current principal preparation fieldwork opportunities reflected principalship
demand within the internal relations, external relations, and administrative duties domains but
were inconsistent within the instructional management and organizational management domains.
Implications for Practice
In the current study, data revealed that participants perceived that the organizational management
domain contributed most to principal effectiveness, followed by the internal relations,
administrative duties, instructional management, and external relations domains. Specifically,
participant perceptions also denoted the most essential domain-specific activity per domain. For
example, under the organizational management domain, developing a safe school environment
was perceived as most essential toward principal effectiveness. Moreover, developing
relationships with students (internal relations), managing school related schedules
(administrative duties), using data to inform instruction as well as using assessment results for
program evaluation (instructional management), and working with the local community (external
relations) were identified as the most essential domain-specific activities, per domain. Such
perceptions can implicate future practice by providing PPP providers with a fieldwork roadmap
that would ensure principal candidates are engaged in high-leverage experiences (i.e., perceived
essential domain-specific activities) across each domain throughout their field experiences or
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internships. Additionally, interview data revealed that despite fieldwork type (field experiences
vs. internships), contextualized experiences during principal preparation were most influential on
principal effectiveness. Such codes indicated that principal candidates benefited most when their
preparation efforts matched or mimicked their current or desired educational setting (i.e., school
classification, demographics). As such, by providing a roadmap of essential elements of principal
preparation fieldwork, PPPs will be more likely to design and implement domain-specific
contextualized experiences that produce principal candidates who are equipped with the skills
necessary to step into the campus leadership position with minimal on-the-job training.
Additionally, participant responses illuminated discrepancies between perceived essential
elements (i.e., domain-specific activities) and implemented PPP fieldwork activities. For
example, participants perceived the organizational management domain contributed most to
principal effectiveness however, fieldwork emphasized the administrative duties domain.
Furthermore, participants perceived that developing a safe school was the most essential activity
under the organizational management domain, yet fieldwork accentuated managing personal and
school related schedules. Such perceptions can implicate future practice by influencing PPP
fieldwork design to better align with principal perceptions of domain-specific activity relevance
and effectiveness contribution. Current principal insight can provide critical information
concerning the gaps between preparation and practice which should consistently be monitored
and reflected among fieldwork design and implementation revisions. This continuous cycle of
fieldwork feedback, reflection, and adjustment will better ensure PPPs are providing principal
candidates with experiences that ensure participants attain the skills necessary to step into the
campus leadership position with minimal on-the-job training.
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Furthermore, observational data revealed the top nine domain-specific activities executed
during principalship. Such activities included completing compliance requirements and
paperwork; managing student discipline; informally talking to teachers about students;
informally coaching teachers; managing personal and school related schedules; managing school
schedules; networking with other principals; managing student services (i.e., records, reporting);
and completing special education requirements. Correspondingly, such observed domain-specific
activities were categorized by domain, resulting in five domain-specific activities under the
administrative duties domain (56%); two activities under the organizational management domain
(22%); one under the internal relations domain (11%); and one under the instructional
management domain (11%). As previously denoted, the biggest discrepancies between
participant perceptions and observed execution concerning domain contribution and application
were found among the instructional management and organizational management domains. For
example, the survey results indicated that 33.3% of participants perceived that the organizational
management domain most contributed to principal effectiveness however, only 3% of total
observed minutes concerned such domain. Additionally, 16.7% of participants perceived that the
instructional management domain most contributed to principal effectiveness, whereas 38% of
total observed minutes concerned such domain. These insights can implicate future practice by
bringing awareness of inconsistencies between perception of effectiveness contribution and
principalship demand. As previously mentioned, current principal insight can provide critical
information concerning the gaps between preparation and practice which should consistently be
monitored and reflected within fieldwork design and implementation revisions; increasing the
likelihood principal candidates will graduate equipped with the skills necessary to assume
campus leadership positions with minimal on-the-job training and attain early effectiveness.
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Recommendations for Future Research
The findings from this study revealed critical information regarding essential elements of PPP
field experiences and internships that contributed most to principal effectiveness. However,
despite the expertise and efforts of the researcher, the results of this study would benefit from
expanded investigative measures.
For example, to expand upon the current research, the future researcher should increase
the number of participants in both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of study. This could be
achieved by the researcher selecting participants from each pathway to the principalship across
target states as outlined in Chapter Two. For instance, participants from each of Louisiana’s four
pathways to principalship should be selected: 1) Master’s Path – for a person seeking to earn an
advanced degree and add Educational Leader certification to a valid teaching certificate; 2)
Alternate Path 1 – for persons who already held a master’s degree and are seeking to add
Educational Leader certification to a valid teaching certificate via an individualized plan-ofstudy from a state-approved ed leader program provider; 3) Alternate Path 2 – for persons who
already held a master’s degree in education and are seeking to add Educational Leader
certification to a valid teaching certificate via documented evidence of leadership experiences;
and 4) Alternate Path 3 – for persons who already held a baccalaureate degree from a regionally
accredited institution of higher education and are seeking to add Educational Leader certification
to a valid teaching certificate through a competency-based educational leader practitioner
(residency) program (Teach Louisiana, 2021). Additionally, participants that demonstrate WV’s
pathways to principalship should be sought: 1) In-State Institution – this certificate was issued to
an individual to work in WV public schools to work as a Principal, Supervisor, and/or
Superintendent who has attended an in-state institution; 2) Out-of-State Institution – this
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certificate was issued to an individual to work in WV public schools to work as a Principal,
Supervisor, and/or Superintendent who has attended an out-of-state institution; and 3) Valid Outof-State Professional Administrative Certificate – this certificate was issued to an individual to
work in WV public schools to work who held a valid out-of-state professional administrative
certificate as a Principal, Supervisor, and/or Superintendent (West Virginia Department of
Education, n.d.). Lastly, participants should be selected from North Carolina that best represent
the single requirement for principal certification; completion of an approved school
administration program at the master’s level or higher (North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction, n.d.). North Carolina participants should also represent a public and private
university as well as an approved LEA. In doing so, the total number of participants representing
the full sample should yield much greater than the current 23. Additionally, if one participant
from each of the above-mentioned pathways are selected as the subgroup, the resulting ten cases
would fall well within the recommended range of four to ten (Eisenhardt, 1989; Gray, 2018).
Additionally, a variety of school levels (i.e., middle, and high schools) should be
considered for future study participation. As previously discussed, due to school volume and
time constraints associated with the complex recruitment process, the researcher narrowed the
scope of interest to elementary school principals. Including input from secondary school leaders
would strengthen the validity of findings and potentially resolve found discrepancies. Similarly,
different kinds of schools such as public charter, private, and parochial could also be investigated
in terms of how individuals in leadership positions perceive and value aspects of PPP internship
field experiences. The kind of study presented here could also be conducted in different school
and district configurations. For example, a study of rural, urban, and suburban schools would
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likely yield important results. Furthermore, the observation period should be increased by any
significant means; minimally one work week or five days to produce richer results.
Moreover, the specific design of the present study could also be conducted throughout a
specific state, or within regions of the US. For example, the USDE provides comprehensive
services to states which are clustered into Comprehensive Centers by regions as shown in Figure
5.1. (Comprehensive Center Network, 2019). In the present study, three states were selected,
each in a different service center area. However, Louisisina is clustered with Arkansas and
Texas, North Carolina is grouped with South Carolina and Georgia, wherein West Virginia is
bundled with Virginia, Kentucky, and Tennessee. It would be interesting to investigate
participants’ views across regions.

Figure 5.1. Comprehensive Center Network Regional Map. Source: Comprehensive Center
Network, (2019).
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Lastly, SPSs should be reexamined or replaced as an evaluative measure. Resulting from
lasting effects of COVID-19 on school operations and state reporting waivers, SPSs from the
2019-20 and 2020-21 school years greatly impacted the reliability of this principal effectiveness
measure. The future researcher would benefit from utilizing SPSs post pandemic waivers, the
2021-22 school year or following, and comparing them to historical data (i.e., pre pandemic), or
by designing an alternative principal effectiveness measure. In summation, such expansion
efforts as including a more representative sample across PPPs, target states, and school levels as
well as increasing the observation period should result in more reliable and valid data and
corresponding assumptions as well as increase generalizability.
Summary
In Chapter Five, I discussed the findings, implications for practice, and recommendations for
future research as resulted from the collected and analyzed data. Specifically, the survey results
indicated that participants perceived that the organizational management domain contributed
most to principal effectiveness. Followed by the internal relations, administrative duties,
instructional management, and external relations domains. Moreover, per domain, participants
perceived that using data to inform instruction, developing a safe school environment,
developing relationships with students, working with the local community, and managing school
schedules were all essential activities that contributed to principal effectiveness. Additionally,
interview data revealed that despite fieldwork type (field experiences, internships),
contextualized experiences during principal preparation were most influential on principal
effectiveness. Such codes indicated that principal candidates benefited most when their
preparation efforts were like their current or desired educational setting (i.e., school
classification, demographics). Furthermore, future research would benefit from expansion efforts
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such as including a more representative sample across PPPs, target states, and school levels as
well as increasing the observation period to produce more reliable and valid data and
corresponding assumptions as well as increase generalizability. Lastly, SPSs should be
reexamined or replaced as an evaluative measure as a direct result from lasting effects of
COVID-19 on school operations and state reporting waivers.
Conclusion
Overarchingly, the purpose of this study was to examine essential elements of PPP field
experiences and internships that contributed most to principal effectiveness. Collected and
analyzed data concluded that PPPs should minimally include the following high-leverage
domain-specific activities within required fieldwork experiences: developing relationships with
students; using data to inform instruction and using assessment results for program evaluation;
managing personal and school related schedules; managing school schedules, managing student
discipline, and supervising students; and working with the local community. Incorporating these
perceived essential elements into principal preparation fieldwork will increase the likelihood
principal candidates are equipped with the skills necessary to step into the campus leadership
position with minimal on-the-job training while also stabilizing effect differences across PPPs.
For example, PPPs who have a smaller amount of required field hours (i.e., 40 hours) could
ensure principal candidates are adequately prepared for principalship by incorporating only the
above-mentioned essential elements. Whereas PPPs that require larger fieldwork time
commitments (i.e., 300 hours) could incorporate additional high-leverage domain-specific
activities such as conducting classroom observations; developing a coherent educational
program; formally evaluating teachers; managing budgets and resources; dealing with concerns
from staff; managing personal and school schedules; communicating with parents; counseling
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staff about conflicts with other staff; informally talking to teachers about students;
communicating with district to obtain resources; utilizing district office communications;
managing student discipline; and fulfilling special education requirements. By utilizing a
fieldwork framework concerning Grissom and Loeb (2011) effective principal actions in tandem
with the roadmap provided by the results of this research (i.e., essential elements, domainspecific activities) should ensure PPPs are producing principal candidates who are equipped with
the skills necessary to step into the campus leadership position with minimal on-the-job training
and attain early effectiveness.
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Appendix A. Quantitative Survey
Quantitative Survey
Part A
Directions: For this part of the survey, identify or provide the response that best answers the
given statement.
Demographic Data
Name:
Age:
Gender:
Education:

Principal
Experience:
Assistant
Principal
Experience:
School Location:
School
Classification:
School Level:
Principal
Preparation Type:
Principal
Preparation
Fieldwork Type:
Duration of
Principal
Preparation
Fieldwork:
Effectiveness of
Principal
Preparation
Fieldwork.
If selected, are
you willing to
participate in part
two of this
research: one-on-

Male

Female

Bachelor’s (i.e.,
BA, BS)

Master’s (i.e.,
MA, MS, MEd)

Less than 1
year.

1 year

Other (specify)
_________
Education
Specialist (i.e.,
EdS)
2 years

Yes

Louisiana
Charter

Prefer Not to
Answer
Doctorate (i.e.,
PhD, EdD)
3 years
No

North Carolina
Private
Public

West Virginia
Other (specify)
____________
Elementary
Middle
High
Other (specify)
_______
Traditional program (i.e., master’s
Alternative program (i.e., local
degree or higher)
education agency or residency
programs)
Field Experience(s)
Internship(s)
Both field experiences
and internships.
Less than one
semester.

One semester.

One academic
year (9-10
months).

Ineffective

Somewhat
Effective

Effective

Yes.

No.
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More than one
academic year.

Strongly
Effective

More information is
needed.

one interview and
observation?
Contact
Information:
Part B
Directions: For this section of the survey, you will rank the degree of experience you had with
the given statement during your principal preparation program’s field experiences and/or
internships using the given scale, Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree.
Instructional Management
My PPP field experiences and/or internships required me to…
Use data to inform instruction.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Develop a coherent educational program.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Use assessment results for program evaluation.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Formally evaluate teachers.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Conduct classroom observations.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Utilize school meetings to enhance school goals.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Plan professional developments for teachers.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Implement professional developments.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Evaluate curriculum.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Informally coach teachers
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Direct supplementary, after-school or summer programs.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Release/counseling out teachers.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Planning professional development for prospective curriculum.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Strongly Agree
Organizational Management
Strongly Disagree

My PPP field experiences and/or internships required me to…

Strongly Disagree

Develop a safe school environment.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
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Strongly Agree

Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Deal with concerns from staff.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Manage budgets and resources.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Hire personnel.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Manage personal and school related schedules.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Maintain campus facilities.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Manage non-instructional staff.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Network with other principals.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Internal Relations

Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree

My PPP field experiences and/or internships required me to…

Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Develop relationships with students.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Communicate with parents.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Attend school activities (i.e., sporting events).
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Counsel students or parents.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Counsel staff about conflicts with other staff.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Informally talk to teachers about students.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Interact socially with staff.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
External Relations

Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree

My PPP field experiences and/or internships required me to…

Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Communicate with district to obtain resources.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Work with local community.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Utilize district office communications.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Fundraise.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Administrative Duties
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Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree

My PPP field experiences and/or internships required me to…

Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree
Strongly Disagree

Manage school schedules.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Manage student discipline.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Fulfill compliance requirements and paperwork.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Implement standardized tests.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Manage student services (i.e., records, reporting).
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Supervise students (i.e., recess duty).
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Manage student attendance related activities.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Fulfill special education requirements.
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Part C

Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Agree

Directions: For this section of the survey, you will rank the degree of effectiveness your
principal preparation program’s field experiences and/or internships had on the given
statement using various scales (i.e., number ranking, multiselect, short answer). Please read
and response to each question carefully.
Overall PPP Field Experiences and/or Internships Effectiveness
Which domain benefited most by the field experiences and/or internships? Rank the domains
from most to least impacted, using 1 at most impacted and 5 as least impacted.
Instructional
Organization
Internal
External
Administrative
Management
Management
Relations
Relations
Duties

Which element(s) under the identified most impacted domain are essential for principal
effectiveness? (List all that apply).
For example, if Administrative Duties was ranked as most benefitting domain (1), managing
school schedules or student discipline (as noted in Part B) could be possible essential
elements, along with the remaining elements listed under the domain.
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Appendix B. Qualitative Interview Protocol
Qualitative Interview Protocol
Overall PPP Field Experiences and/or Internships Effectiveness
(The next two sections were prepopulated using previous participant responses from the
quantitative survey. Participants were reminded of their original domain ranking and provided
a list of corresponding activities to analyze and respond to the open-ended questions.)
Which domain benefited most by the field experiences and/or internships? Rank the domains
from most to least impacted, using 1 at most impacted and 5 as least impacted.
Instructional
Organization
Internal
External
Administrative
Management
Management
Relations
Relations
Duties

Which activities under the identified most impacted domain are essential for principal
effectiveness? (List all that apply).
For example, if Administrative Duties was ranked as most benefitting domain (1), managing
school schedules or student discipline (as noted in Part B) could be possible essential
activities along with the remaining activities listed under the domain.

Interview Questions
Directions: For the follow-up interview, you will be asked to elaborate on your responses to
the quantitative survey previously completed by answering four open-ended questions. Time
allotted per response is approximately 7 minutes.
How did your principal preparation program’s field experiences and/or internships integrate
the listed essential activities? Explain your experience in detail.

How did the integration of listed essential activities contribute to your effectiveness as
principal? Explain in detail.

Which domain occupies most of your daily routine as principal? Explain in detail.
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Which activities of the above identified domain occupy most of your time? Explain in detail.

Overall, does your principal preparation program’s field experiences and/or internships align
with your day-to-day experience as principal? Explain in detail.

Do you feel that your principal preparation program’s field experiences and/or internships
helped you become an effective _____________(school type) principal?
Yes
No
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Appendix C. Observation Categorization of Domain-Specific Activities Chart
Observation Categorization of Domain-Specific Activities Chart
Demographic Data
Name:
Age:
Gender:
Education:
Principal Experience:
State:

Activities

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Time

School Type:
PPP Type:
PPP Fieldwork Type:
Duration of Fieldwork:
Effectiveness of FW:
Contact Information:
Instructional Management
Use data to inform instruction.
Develop a coherent educational program.
Use assessment results for program evaluation.
Formally evaluate teachers.
Conduct classroom observations.
Utilize school meetings to enhance school goals.
Plan professional development for teachers.
Implement professional developments.
Evaluate curriculum.
Informally coach teachers.
Direct supplementary, after-school or summer programs.
Release/counsel out teachers.
Plan professional development for prospective curriculum.
Applying Fieldnotes

Organizational Management
Activities

Time

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Develop a safe school environment.
Deal with concerns from staff.
Manage budgets and resources.
Hire personnel.
Manage personal and school related schedules.
Maintain campus facilities.
Manage non-instructional staff.
Network with other principals.
Applying Fieldnotes
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Internal Relations
Activities

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Time

Develop relationships with students.
Communicate with parents.
Attend school activities (i.e., sporting events).
Counsel students or parents.
Counsel staff about conflicts with other staff.
Informally talk to teachers about students.
Interact socially with staff.
Applying Fieldnotes

External Relations
Activities

Time

•
•
•
•

Communicate with district to obtain resources.
Work with local community.
Utilize district office communications.
Fundraise.
Applying Fieldnotes
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Administrative Duties
Activities

Time

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Manage school schedules.
Manage student discipline.
Compliance requirements and paperwork.
Implement standardized testing.
Manage student services (i.e., records, reporting).
Supervise students (i.e., recess duty).
Manage student attendance related activities.
Special education requirements.
Applying Fieldnotes
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Appendix D. School District Recruitment Letter Template
[Date]
Good morning [Institution Name],
My name is Nathan Hite and I am a doctoral candidate at Louisiana State University. I am
currently conducting research for my dissertation that aims to discover essential components of
field experiences and internships provided by principal preparation programs that contribute
most to principal effectiveness (IRBAM-21-0801). As such, I am requesting permission to
survey your principal pool as possible participants.
Participation in the study is voluntary and would consist of two parts. First, all qualifying
principals will be given a Qualtrics survey. The electronic survey will consist of two categories
of data, demographic and descriptive, containing three sections. The first section of the survey
requires participants to provide demographic data (i.e., age, principal preparation program type,
years of experience). The second section was designed encompassing Grissom and Loeb (2011)
five broad domains of principalship: instructional management, organizational management,
internal relations, external relations, and administrative duties. Additionally, domain-specific
activities, also referred as essential elements, are listed to measure participant engagement of
listed activities during principal preparation program field experiences or internships.
Participants will rate their principal preparation program’s degree of engagement using a 5-point
Likert scale; Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. To qualify as a participant, one must:
• have completed a principal preparation program,
• participated in field experiences or internships,
• be current public-school principals,
• hold novice years of experience (1-3), and
• be employed in Louisiana, North Carolina, or West Virginia.
The second part of the study would require one qualifying principal who completed the first part
of the study (survey). This part of the study will consist of a 45-minute interview, followed by a
full day observation. Interview questions will address principal preparation program field
experiences and internships integration of identified essential elements; identify how essential
elements contribute to principal effectiveness; identify which domain occupies majority of daily
routine; identify which domain-specific activities most frequently occur; address principal
preparation program field experiences and internships alignment to principalship reality; and
identify principal preparation program field experiences and internships as effective or
noneffective.
The observation will be conducted to observe the frequency the participant engages in domainspecific activities as identified in the quantitative survey and qualitative interview. The
observation will assess the occurrence of domain-specific activities utilizing an observation
checklist that measures frequency and duration. Additionally, the observation checklist will note
time of day (i.e., AM, PM) and provide space for fieldnotes.
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No identifying information will be released in the written report of this study. It is my hope that
with your partnership we can begin to identify essential components of field experiences and
internships provided by principal preparation programs that contribute most to principal
effectiveness, increasing the likelihood public school districts hire principal candidates who are
equipped with the skills necessary to step into the position with minimal on-the-job training.
Please do not hesitate to reach out with questions or concerns. I look forward to hearing from
you.
Sincerely,
Nathan Hite, Ed.S.
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership & Research: P-12
School of Education
Louisiana State University
Nhite3@lsu.edu
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Appendix E. Phase Two Description Email
[Date]
Good evening [Participant Name],
First, thank you for taking the time to complete phase one of the study. I could not continue my
research without your willingness and support. Second, by the end of this missive, you will better
understand phase two of the study, allowing you to determine participation status.
In phase two, observations will be conducted to measure the frequency and duration participants
engage in domain-specific activities as captured in the survey. Specifically, the researcher will
shadow participants, recording the start and end time of each action (i.e., emails, classroom
observations). Such fieldnotes will then be assessed and organized utilizing an observation
categorization of domain-specific activities chart, capturing the number of domain-specific
activity occurrences (frequency) and minutes of engagement (duration). Essentially, I would
simply like to follow you around for a day to see how your time is being spent.
If you would be willing to partake in phase two, please contact me by [insert deadline date].
Thank you for helping me pursue my professional and academic goals. I look forward to hearing
from you.
Sincerely,
Nathan Hite, Ed.S.
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership & Research: P-12
School of Education
Louisiana State University
Nhite3@lsu.edu
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Appendix F. Survey Recruitment Email Template
[Date]
Good evening [Institution Name] Principals,
My name is Nathan Hite and I am a doctoral candidate at Louisiana State University. I am
currently conducting research for my dissertation that aims to discover essential components of
field experiences and internships provided by principal preparation programs that contribute
most to principal effectiveness (IRBAM-21-0801). In addition, [insert relationship with
institution]. As such, I am requesting your help in gathering eligible participants.
I am asking that you please take the suggested 5 minutes to complete the attached survey. The
survey will assess the effectiveness of your principal preparation program. This study is IRB
approved, completely voluntary, and will not include any identifying markers.
To qualify for the survey, one must:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Be a current school principal
Have 1-3 years of principal experience
Completed a principal preparation program that included a field experience or internship
Be employed in Louisiana, North Carolina, or West Virginia

If you would like a more detailed description of my study, please contact me at any time. The
deadline for the survey is end of day [insert deadline date].
http://lsu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5gRDwvkIQ5M092m
Thank you for helping me pursue my professional and academic goals. I look forward to seeing
your responses.
Sincerely,
Nathan Hite, Ed.S.
Doctoral Candidate
Educational Leadership & Research: P-12
School of Education
Louisiana State University
Nhite3@lsu.edu
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Appendix G. IRB Approval

TO:

Sulentic Dowell, Margaret-Mary
LSUAM | Col of HSE | Education

FROM:

Alex Cohen
Chairman, Institutional Review Board

DATE:

09-Aug-2021

RE:

IRBAM-21-0801

TITLE:

Experience That Works: Uncovering
Essential Elements of Field Experiences
and Internships within Principal
Preparation Programs that Contribute
Most to Principal Effectiveness

SUBMISSION TYPE:

Initial Application

Review Type:

Exempt

Risk Factor:

Minimal

Review Date:

09-Aug-2021

Status:

Approved

Approval Date:

09-Aug-2021

Approval Expiration Date:

08-Aug-2024

Exempt Category:

2b

Requesting Waiver of Informed Consent: No
Re-review frequency:

Three Years

Number of subjects approved:

30

LSU Proposal Number:
By:

Alex Cohen, Chairman

Continuing approval is CONDITIONAL on:
1. Adherence to the approved protocol, familiarity with, and adherence to the ethical standards of the
Belmont Report, and LSU's Assurance of Compliance with DHHS regulations for the protection of
human subjects*
2. Prior approval of a change in protocol, including revision of the consent documents or an increase in
the number of subjects over that approved.
3. Obtaining renewed approval (or submittal of a termination report), prior to the approval expiration
date, upon request by the IRB office (irrespective of when the project actually begins); notification
of project termination.
4. Retention of documentation of informed consent and study records for at least 3 years after the
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